Back to the Garden: A Case Study of Urban Community Gardening and Globalization in Berlin, Germany and Havana, Cuba. by McKelvy, Kevin
  
 
 
Standard front page for projects, subject module 
projects and master theses 
 
Compulsory use for all Master projects and the Master thesis at ISG: 
  
• International Development Studies 
• Global Studies 
• Erasmus Mundus, Global Studies – A European Perspective 
• Public Administration 
• Social Science 
• EU studies 
• Public Administration, MPA 
 
 
Project title:  
Back to the Garden: A Case Study of Urban 
Community Gardening and Globalization in Berlin, Germany and Havana, Cuba. 
Project seminar 
Master Thesis, Global Studies 
Prepared by (Name(s) and study number): Kind of project: Module: 
Kevin Sean McKelvy, 56107 Master Thesis K4  
   
   
   
   
   
Name of Supervisor:  
Bjørn Thomassen 
Submission date:  
29.06.2015 
Number of keystrokes incl. spaces: 
191,916 
Permitted number of keystrokes incl. spaces: 
192,000 
 
 
NB! 
If you exceed the permitted number of keystrokes incl. spaces your project will be rejected 
by the supervisor and/or the external examiner until 1 week after the submission. 
  
I 
 
Table of Contents 
 
Table of Figures ........................................................................................................ III 
Table of Tables ......................................................................................................... III 
 
1 Introduction ..................................................................................................... 1 
2 Theoretical Framework ................................................................................... 2 
2.1 Overview of Literature and Theory .................................................................... 2 
2.2 The Global and the Local .................................................................................. 4 
2.3 Contemporary Globalization and the Post-Cold War Dynamic .......................... 8 
2.4 Lewis Mumford .................................................................................................. 9 
2.5 Max Weber ...................................................................................................... 11 
3 Methodology .................................................................................................. 12 
3.1 Research Approach ........................................................................................ 12 
3.2 Theory ............................................................................................................. 12 
3.3 Case Study Sources and Data ........................................................................ 13 
3.3.1 Case Study Havana .............................................................................. 13 
3.3.2 Case Study Berlin ................................................................................. 14 
3.4 Comparative Framework ................................................................................. 15 
3.4.1 Case Study Approach ........................................................................... 15 
3.4.2 Comparative Analysis ........................................................................... 15 
3.4.3 Analytical Discussion ............................................................................ 16 
4 Case Study Havana ....................................................................................... 16 
4.1 Historical Background: Crisis and Urban Agriculture....................................... 16 
4.2 Urban Agriculture in Havana ........................................................................... 19 
4.2.1 State Participation ................................................................................ 23 
4.2.2 The Urban Agriculture Market............................................................... 25 
4.2.3. Havana’s Urban Garden Spaces .......................................................... 27 
4.3. Case Study Example: Jorge’s Community Garden Parcela ............................ 31 
4.3.1 Garden Introduction .............................................................................. 31 
4.3.2 The Role of the State ............................................................................ 34 
4.3.3 Market Influence ................................................................................... 37 
4.3.4 Citizen Influence ................................................................................... 38 
  
II 
 
5 Case Study: Urban Community Gardening in Berlin ................................. 40 
5.1 Historical Background ..................................................................................... 40 
5.2 Contemporary History of Community Gardening in Berlin ............................... 42 
5.2.1 1989-2000’s, Crisis and the Re-imaging of Berlin ................................. 44 
5.2.2 Urban Gardens as Temporary Spaces ................................................. 46 
5.2.3. Berlin’s Urban Garden Spaces ............................................................. 48 
5.3 Case Study Example: The Prinzessinnengarten ............................................. 49 
5.3.1 Garden Introduction .............................................................................. 50 
5.3.2 State Influence ...................................................................................... 51 
5.3.3 Market Influence ................................................................................... 54 
5.3.4 Citizen Influence ................................................................................... 57 
6 Comparative Analysis ................................................................................... 61 
6.1 Case Study comparison .................................................................................. 61 
6.2 Historical Background ..................................................................................... 61 
6.3 Crisis and Contemporary Urban Community Gardening ................................. 62 
6.4 Case Study Examples ..................................................................................... 64 
6.4.1 Introductory Remarks ........................................................................... 64 
6.4.2 State Influence ...................................................................................... 65 
6.4.3 Market Influence ................................................................................... 67 
6.4.4 Citizen Influence ................................................................................... 68 
7 Analytical Discussion ................................................................................... 71 
7.1 Glocal Community Gardening ......................................................................... 71 
7.2 Globalized Industrial Agriculture ..................................................................... 72 
7.3 Critical Discussion of Globalization ................................................................. 74 
8 Conclusion .................................................................................................... 77 
 
Bibliography ............................................................................................................. 78 
 
 
 
 
 
  
III 
 
Table of Figures 
 
Fig. 1  Cuba: Oil Imports 1989-1999 in Metric Tons.  ...................................... 17 
Fig. 2  Large Lot garden in Havana. ................................................................ 28 
Fig. 3  Typical Vacant Lot in Central Havana. Photo by Adriana Premat. ....... 28 
Fig. 4  Pepper Plants on Rooftop Garden in El Cerro Municipality. ................. 29 
Fig. 5  Patio Garden in El Cerro Municipality. . ................................................ 30 
Fig. 6  Backyard Garden Design as a Result of Permaculture Training.  ......... 30 
Fig. 7  Jorge’s Parcela in 2011.  ...................................................................... 31 
Fig. 8  Jorge’s Original Permaculture Garden Design. . .................................. 33 
Fig. 9  Community Housing Project Liebigstr. 14, Friedrichshain. ................... 43 
Fig. 10 Sectoral Structure and Development of Berlin’s Urban Economy  
  (1993–966). .......................................................................................... 44 
Fig. 11 Community Gardens in Berlin ............................................................... 48 
Fig. 12 The Prinzessinnengarten 2009-2012. ................................................... 49 
Fig. 13 PflanzenTauschMarkt Workshop. ......................................................... 58 
Fig. 14 Social Seeds Tauschmarkt... ................................................................ 59 
Fig. 15 Garden Locations. ................................................................................ 65 
 
Table of Tables 
 
Tab.  1 Trade and Inputs Reductions in Cuba, 1989-1992.  ............................. 18 
Tab.  2 Urban Agriculture Forms in Havana.  ................................................... 20 
Tab.  3 Annual Production of Selected Crops in Havana.  ................................ 21 
Tab.  4 Annual Production of Vegetables in Havana.  ...................................... 22 
Tab.  5 Garden Data 1990’s - 2011.  ................................................................ 31 
Tab.  6 Basic Garden Data.  ............................................................................. 49 
Tab.  7 Users, Visitor and External Actors.  ...................................................... 59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
1 
 
1 Introduction 
 
The struggle between the man made world and the natural world has reached new 
dimension. Issues such as Climate change, sustainability, Monsanto, Fracking, peak 
oil, and processed foods, have made us acutely aware of the instabilities of industrial 
production. This awareness has resulted in the dramatic rise of organic and 
sustainable alternatives. A phenomenon that has become popular both in the global 
South and the global North is urban community gardening. 
 Community gardening in major metropolitan areas has grown enough to 
warrant academic investigation and media focus. In Berlin and Havana, urban 
community gardening, has become celebrated both at the state and local level. The 
Urban Gardening Manifesto, published in coordination with activists from five urban 
community gardening initiatives in Berlin, claims that “urban community gardens are, 
among other things, places to experience nature, biodiversity, food sovereignty, and 
seed preservation.”1 “The authors of the manifest aspire to create a social discourse 
about the importance of community gardens in a public space and about the 
prominence of urban nature for a livable and fair-trading city in the world.”2  
According to the American Community Gardening Association: 
 
 Community gardening improves people’s quality of life by providing a catalyst 
 for neighborhood and community development, stimulating social interaction, 
 encouraging self-reliance, beautifying neighborhoods, producing nutritious 
 food reducing family food budgets, conserving resources and creating 
 opportunities for recreation, exercise, therapy and education.3 
 
According to Peter M. Rosset, expert in the study of the Americas, Cuban urban 
agriculture “turned conventional wisdom completely on its head” making generalized 
industrial prescriptions for agricultural production lose integrity. 4 Rosset continues, 
“In fact, in the absence of subsidized machines and imported chemicals, small farms 
are more efficient than very large production units.”5  
                                                          
1
 Marco Clausen, “Manifesto: The City is Our Garden,” Prinzessinnengärten, accessed on 17.06.2015, 
http://prinzessinnengarten.net/urban-gardening-manifest-english/. 
2
 Ibid. 
3
 “Growing Community Across the U.S. and Canada,” Mission, ACGA, accessed on 23.06.2015, 
https://communitygarden.org/mission/. 
4
 Peter M. Rosset, “Cuba: A Successful Case Study of Sustainable Agriculture,” in Hungary for Profit; 
The Agribusiness Threat to Farmers, Food and the Environment, ed. Fred Magdoff, John Bellamy 
Foster and Frederick H. Buttel (New York: Monthly Review Press, 2000), 208. 
5
 Ibid. 
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 In this study, urban community gardening forms in Berlin, Germany and 
Havana, Cuba will be compared in the context of globalization. I will explore the 
dynamics of urban gardening in both locations focusing on historical elements and 
power relationships between state, market, and citizens. I will use Globalization 
theory, Glocalization Theory, theory from Lewis Mumford, and elements from Max 
Weber’s Protestant Work Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism to determine if urban 
community gardening is part of pattern or process of globalization. 
 
Problem statement: Is contemporary urban community gardening part of a larger 
process or pattern of globalization? If so, what process is it responding to and how 
can it be understood in the “global now”6? 
 
 
2 Theoretical Framework 
 
2.1 Overview of Literature and Theory 
 
This study will utilize a contemporary two-fold understanding of globalization 
including Arjun Appadurai’s inception of the ‘global now’ as introduced in Modernity 
at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization7 and Roland Robertson’s analytical 
concept of “glocalization” as introduced in Glocalization: Time-Space and 
Homogeneity-Heterogeneity.8 These two approaches combined with a historical 
departure point will form the basis of what I describe as contemporary globalization 
and will be used as analytical tools to interpret the case study data presented later. 
The case studies will incorporate theory from the field of urban studies, sociology, 
human geography, and anthropology. I will expand the discussion using globalization 
theory and theory from Lewis Mumford and Max Weber. To begin with, my 
understanding of urban community gardening as it pertains to this study must be 
clarified. 
 The origin of urban gardening is difficult to place historically. According to 
Pörtner and Lutze, urban gardening has its origins as far back as ancient Egypt and 
                                                          
6
 Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization, (London: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1996), 2-3. 
7
 Appadurai, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization, 2. 
8
 Roland Robertson, “Glocalization: Time-Space and Homogeneity-Heterogeneity,” in Global 
Modernities, ed. Mike Featherstone, Scott Lash and Roland Robertson (London, SAGE Publications, 
1995). 
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Rome.9 Urban gardening, in academic circles, is a relatively contemporary topic that 
has become increasingly popular over the last 15 years. In 2001, Smit, Nasr and 
Ratta published, in corroboration with the United Nations Development Program 
(UNDP), published the first comprehensive examination of urban agriculture, 
including its history, definition (in which community gardening is only one aspect), 
global output and importance in debates about rapid urbanization.10 The book, which 
was based on research done in over 20 countries around the world, was part of the 
urban agricultural initiative of the UNDP, and covered many aspects of urban farming 
around the world. Though certain references will be made to garden movements of 
the late 19th early 20th century, this study will draw from contemporary 
conceptualizations of urban gardening with emphasis on the community aspects of 
the phenomenon. The relevant literature tends to focus on the social implications of 
food production during times of crisis, 11 the use of open green spaces, public 
participation in green space governance,12 as well as more abstract social processes 
like environmental learning, boundary interaction, global local connections and the 
extinction-of-experience.13 According to the findings by sociologists John Ferris, 
Carol Norman and Joe Sempik, “Community gardens are now recognized to be an 
international phenomenon, and urban gardening is widely seen to be a way of 
improving local food supplies as well as leisure and recreational activity.”14 
 Urban gardening, also referred to as urban agriculture, has been defined in 
different ways by different scholars. According to Altiere, Companioni, Cañizares, 
Murphy, Rosset, Bourqu and Nicholls, Cubans understand urban agriculture as the 
totality of all agriculture and animal production that occurs within cities or peripheries 
                                                          
9
 Margot Lutz, Unsere Historicheen Gärte: Herausgegeben von Rudolf Pörtner, (Frankfurt am Main, 
Umschau-Verlag, 1986). 
10
 Jac Smit, Joe Nasr, and Annu Ratta, Urban Agriculture: Food Jobs and Sustainable Cities, United 
Nations Development Program, 2001 edition, (2001). 
11
 Stephen Barthel, John Parker and Henrik Ernston, „Food and Green Space in Cities: A Resilience 
Lens on Gardens and Urban Environmental Movements,“ Urban Studies Journal Limited, Vol. 52, No. 
7,  (2013), 1. 
12
 Marit Rosol, “Public Participation in Post-Fordist Urban Green Space Governance: The Case of 
Community Gardens in Berlin,” International Journal of Urban and Regional Research,” Vol. 34, No. 3, 
(2010). 
13
 Pim. Bendta, Stephan. Barthelb, Johan Colding, “Civic Greening and Environmental Learning in 
Public-Access Community Gardens in Berlin,” Landscape and Urban Planning,” Vol 109. 2013, 19. 
14
 John Ferris, Carol Norman and Joe Sempik, “People, Land and Sustainability: Community Gardens 
and the Social Dimension of Sustainable Development,” Social Policy & Administration, Vol. 35, No. 5, 
(2001), 560.  
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of cities,15 and it will be understood as such in this work. The term urban community 
gardening used in this study is in line with definitions from Rosol, Bendt, Barthel, and 
Colding. Here, urban community gardening will refer to public gardens located within 
urban environments which are open to anyone, collectively managed, and “in which 
formal obstacles for immediate participation by the public are absent or low.”16 This 
definition holds for both case study examples. 
 
 
2.2 The Global and the Local 
 
“Globalization has involved the reconstruction, in a sense the production, of ‘home’, 
‘community’ and ‘locality’.”17 
 
Globalization as a term and as an object of conceptualization is multi-faceted. 
The large amount of academic literature on globalization has seen the concept 
evolve into a troublesome abstraction for some and a bitterly contested macro-
process for others. In sociological debates, “There is an evident tendency to think of 
globalization in a rather casual way as referring to very large-scale phenomena.”18  
The problem with such a tendency is that local particularities are often neglected or 
situated in opposition to the cultural homogenizing forces associated with broader 
processes of globalization. How can urban community gardening in two specific 
locations be understood in the broader context of macro processes of globalization?  
In order to not fall prey to conditions of polarity such as particularism versus 
universalism, homogenization versus heterogenization, and local versus global, a 
new analytical departure point is required. Noted sociologist Roland Robertson 
introduced such a departure point in 1995 with the formulation of the term 
“glocalization”.19  
 “According to The Oxford Dictionary of new Worlds (1991:34) the term ‘glocal’ 
and the process noun ‘glocalization’ are formed by telescoping global and local to 
                                                          
15
 Miguel A. Altieri, Nelso Companioni, Kristina Caňizares, Catherine Murphy, Peter Rosset, Martin 
Bourque and Clara I. Nicholls, “The Greening of the “Barrios”: Urban Agriculture for Food Security in 
Cuba,” Agriculture and Human Values, Vol. 16, No. 2 (1999), 132. 
16
 Ibid.  
17
 Roland Robertson, “Glocalization,” 30. 
18
 Ibid, 25. 
19
 Ibid. 
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make a blend,”20 and has its origins in macromarketing concepts of the 1980’s.21 
Robertson acknowledges the general economic understanding of glocalization but 
believes that the term also includes a higher analytical function. In his conception, the 
term glocalization should be used to understand “dynamics of the production and 
reproduction of difference and, in the broadest sense, locality.” 22  According to 
Robertson: 
 
 It makes no good sense to define the global as if the global excludes the local. 
 In somewhat technical terms, defining the global in such a way suggests that 
 the global lies beyond all localities, as having systemic properties over and 
 beyond the attributes of units within a global system.23 
 
In his interpretation, globalization includes the “linking of localities” and also involves 
the ‘invention’ of locality.24 It is the invention of locality, more specifically, the 
“experience of everyday life lived by ordinary people in specific localities”25 that has 
become ever more important to the examination of globalization. In this study, we 
examine urban community gardening in two vastly different cities, paying particular 
attention to two garden spaces in the context of their own specific localities. The 
question then becomes, what is the local and what is implied by locality? Arjun 
Appadurai, a noted socio-cultural anthropologist, sees locality “as primarily relational 
and contextual rather than as scalar or spatial.”26 In his understanding, locality has a 
“complex phenomenological quality […] which expresses itself in certain kinds of 
agency, sociability, and reproducibility.”27 In this study, locality will include this 
phenomenological quality as well as the spatiotemporal understanding of the local in 
the context of specific locations. In order to better grasp these complexities, let us 
examine two real world examples that contribute to conceptual understandings of 
glocalization.   
 In the early 1990’s, anthropologists James Watson and Rubie Watson along 
with four colleagues began a comparative study on the effect that McDonald’s 
                                                          
20
 Roland Robertson, “Glocalization,” 28. 
21
 Ibid. 
22
 Ibid, 29. 
23
 Ibid, 34. 
24
 Ibid, 35. 
25
 James L. Watson, Golden Arches East: McDonald’s in East Asia, (Stanford, Stanford University 
Press, 1998), 9. 
26
 Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large, 178. 
27
 Ibid. 
  
6 
 
restaurants had on the lives of people in five East Asian settings.28 What the 
anthropologists found was surprising: McDonald’s restaurants, which by the early 
1990’s had developed into global symbols of Americanization, homogenization and 
cultural imperialism, were being re-appropriated and transformed by locals.  
According to Watson: 
 
  In Beijing, Seoul, and Taipei, for instance, McDonald’s restaurants are treated 
 as leisure centers, where people retreat from the stresses of urban life. In 
 Hong  Kong, middle school students often sit in McDonald’s for hours – 
 studying, gossiping, and picking over snacks; for them, the restaurants are the 
 equivalent of youth clubs.29 
  
Other observations found that many McDonald’s restaurants in East Asia had 
become sanctuaries for women who wished to avoid male-dominated settings.30 
Watson states, “East Asian consumers have quietly, and in some cases stubbornly, 
transformed their neighborhood McDonald’s into local institutions.”31 These examples 
show how McDonald’s restaurants, traditionally understood as agents of global 
homogenization, have, at times, been amalgamated to fit the particular needs and 
desires of specific urban localities. This dynamic is by no means mono-dimensional.  
 Watson and his colleagues also observed that McDonald’s restaurants 
influenced the social settings in which they were embedded. Watson states, “In 
Beijing and Seoul, new categories of yuppies treat McDonald’s as an arena for 
conspicuous consumption.”32 Observations in Tokyo found that leisured youths 
became avid consumers of American-style fast food and pop culture33 and that 
McDonald’s success in the region was part of a calculated marketing campaign that 
banked on, at that time, changing family dynamics. Watson’s findings, though dated, 
illustrate, in a general sense, the reciprocatory nature of global/local dynamics and 
contextualize these findings in real world observations.  
 In James Burns’s article glocalization takes a much different form. According 
to Burns, in the years after WWI, American westerns had become extraordinarily 
popular in colonial Zambia and Zimbabwe:34  
                                                          
28
 James L. Watson, Golden Arches East, vi.  
29
 Ibid, 7. 
30
 Ibid, 9. 
31
 Ibid, 6 
32
 Ibid, 9. 
33
 Ibid,17-18. 
34
 James Burns, “John Wayne on the Zambezi: Cinema, Empire, and the American Western in British 
Central Africa,” International Journal of African Historical Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2002). 
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 In the mine cinemas of colonial Zambia, American westerns were heavily 
 edited and screened for audiences with limited proficiency in English. Much of 
 the dialogue was drowned out by the comments and conversations of the 
 audience. In this environment, whatever messages and symbolic meanings 
 the filmmakers may have intended were in all likelihood lost on audiences 
 who imposed their own meanings on these spectacles.35 
 
Here we see glocalization in a much different form than that taken in Watson’s 
Golden Arches East yet similarities exist between the two examples. Like McDonald’s 
restaurants in East Asia, “cowboy movies” were also a popular American export and 
once interspersed in this specific urban locality were transformed by those 
participating.  In the end, ““Cowboy movies” meant something different to African fans 
than they did to European and American audiences.”36 According to Burns, the 
African public sought the cathartic effect of American Westernss, whereby the 
violence portrayed helped the African public to peacefully release its strong emotions 
by seeing them expressed though an art form.37 The cowboy hero in American 
Westernss allowed the African public to identify with him and fantasize an inversion 
of the power relationship between Europeans and Africans.38 
  This example is meaningful in that it provides insight to the malleability of 
global mediums in urban settings. Here we see the medium of film as a catalyst for 
local transmogrify. According to Appadurai, film and other forms of mass mediation, 
“offer new resources and new disciplines for the construction of imagined selves and 
imagined worlds.”39 American Western films in Zambia and Zimbabwe, like 
McDonald’s restaurants in East Asia, went through a process of localization and 
illustrate how glocalization can take many different forms. Following my case studies, 
urban community gardening will be investigated in view of what we now understand 
as glocalization.  
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
35
 James Burns, “John Wayne on the Zambezi,” 115. 
36
 Charles Amber, “Popular Film and Colonial Audiences: the Movies in Northern Rhodesia,” in James 
Burns, “John Wayne on the Zambezi: Cinema, Empire, and the American Western in British Central 
Africa,” International Journal of African Historical Studies, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2002), 115. 
37
 James Burns, “John Wayne on the Zambezi,” 116-117.  
38
 Ibid, 109. 
39
 Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large, 3. 
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2.3 Contemporary Globalization and the Post-Cold War Dynamic 
 
The Daedalean exercise of determining when exactly contemporary globalization 
began extends beyond the functional capabilities of this study. Required is the 
awareness that “because of its presentist leanings much research treats globalization 
unreflexively, may overlook structural patterns, present as novel what are older 
features and misread contemporary trends.”40 Contemporary globalization, as it will 
be used here, incorporates Appadurai’s “theory of rupture that takes media and 
migration as its two major, and interconnected, diacritics” 41 with geniture in the 
global caesura of 1989. Periodizing contemporary globalization in this manner is 
done so explicitly with the aim to organize the study around the core questions being 
asked and should not be understood as the starting point for all things global. 
Depending on what processes are under investigation, globalization or simply higher 
concentrations of global interaction, can be argued to have derivation in many 
different epochs. The end of the Cold War and the resulting “universalization of 
Western liberal democracy”42 provide us with an appropriate temporality in which to 
begin a more expansive examination of urban community gardening in Berlin, 
Havana, and its implications around the globe.   
  1989 is of great interest to those attempting to understand the contemporary 
nature of the global condition. 1989 can be understood as a global moment, a period 
of time that saw a synchronicity of meaningful events transpire around the world. The 
global weakening of the Soviet Union, which arguably started in the 1970’s, 
culminated into a crisis that would challenge dominant communist regimes of 
territorialization, eventually leading to “new patterns in global politics, economics and 
global power relations.”43 In Berlin, November 9th 1989 saw the fall of the Berlin wall 
successfully reunifying Germany and setting the stage for a market-led development 
path both for Berlin and for many newly opened capital markets. In Cuba, 1989 saw a 
breakdown in relations with the Soviet bloc and the birth of the urban agricultural 
movement. Both Berlin and Havana felt the effects of 1989 acutely, underscoring the 
global nature of the Cold War dynamic.  
                                                          
40
 Jan Nederveen Pieterse, “Periodizing Globalization: Histories of Globalization,” New Global Studies, 
Vol. 6, No. 2, (2012), 1. 
41
 Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large, 3. 
42
 Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?” The National Interest, (Summer 1989), 1. 
43
 Matthias Middell, “Global Moments and World Orders,” (lecture, Leipzig University, Leipzig, 
Germany, 21.10.2013).   
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 It is in this dynamic where our understanding of agency becomes important in 
regard to the locations of the case studies. According to Odd Arne Westad, noted 
Historian and expert in Cold War history, the term “Cold War” signals Western elite 
projects on the grandest scales, while the term “Third World” indicates colonial and 
postcolonial processes of marginalization (and the struggle against these processes): 
“[…] the argument that the Cold War conceptually and analytically does not belong in 
the south is wrong.”44 Westad’s contention is that “Third World” revolutionary 
movements, like the Cuban Revolution, exercised agency in the Cold War dynamic 
by choosing which power to align with, validating the universal applicability of one of 
two polarizing ideologies.45 Westad’s contribution is of significance in that it illustrates 
vital interdependencies that existed during the Cold War and continue to exist in the 
current global world order. One of the most important interdependencies that exist 
between the global north and the global south, which has had a dramatic impact on 
the human relation to food, is the global system of industrial agriculture. The 
globalization of industrial agriculture has had profound effects on the standard of 
living and subsistence in both the global north and global south. Such processes of 
social, economic and mechanical automation and proliferation were the focus of 
Lewis Mumford’s and Max Weber’s work. In the following two subsections, these 
concerns will be made explicit as they relate to the theme of this study. 
 
 
2.4 Lewis Mumford 
 
“It is time to come back to earth and confront life in all its organic fecundity, diversity, 
and creativity, instead of taking refuge in the under-dimensioned world of Post-
historic Man.”46 
 Lewis Mumford  
 
 
Lewis Mumford was a 20th century sociologist, historian, and technological 
philosopher (though he shunned the need for special expertise47).  He is widely 
known for the study of cities, the urban environment, and man’s union with the 
                                                          
44
 Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War. Third World Interventions and the Making of our Times, 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 3 
45
 Ibid, 4. 
46
 Lewis Mumford, The City in History, (San Diego: Harvest Harcourt Inc., 1961), 571. 
47
 Arpad Szakolczai, Reflexive Historical Sociology, (London: Routledge, 2000), 165. 
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machine. Mumford witnessed the rise of a wide range of technologies in his lifetime 
from simple mechanical developments to the nuclear and the electronic. He saw the 
development of industrial agriculture, “the popularization of processed foods, the 
replacement of traditionally handmade arts and crafts with factory-produced goods, 
and the consolidation of large-scale mass production.”48 The automation of the world 
of man would have a profound impact on Mumford and would eventually lead to 
publications such as The City in History, the two volume Myth of the Machine, and 
Technics and Civilization. Mumford developed what he called the ‘mechanized world 
picture.’49 In this depersonalized world picture, “mechanical activities and interests 
took precedence over more human concerns.”50 Mumford introduces a historical 
narrative of man’s union with the ‘machine’ which arches back over a thousand 
years. In The Pentagon of Power, Mumford looks to the past and singles out “the 
building blocks in the Power Complex, which is the ultimate expression of the 
mechanization of nature and the automation of humanity into a totalizing system.”51  
It is this totalizing system that is of theoretical importance to the core question 
of this study. If urban community gardening is a new process of, or a response to, 
globalization, how can we understand it as it relates to dominant forms of agricultural 
and economic production? In Technics and Human Development, Mumford develops 
the concept of the “megamachine’.52 According to Mumford, the ‘megamachine’ has 
two components, the ‘labor machine’ and the ‘military machine’.53  The ‘military 
machine’ applies to “acts of collective coercion and destruction” while the ‘labor 
machine’ is constructive, and applies to “highly organized collective enterprises”.54 
Noted sociologist Arpad Szakolczai sees the constructive part as profoundly 
ambivalent.55 According to Szakolczai, “It is always based on the destruction of 
existing communities and organic patterns which had been developed through long 
time periods in symbiosis with the environment, and implies their replacement with 
                                                          
48
 Danielle Carlo, “Recovering Lewis Mumford’s the Pentagon of Power,” review of The Pentagon of 
Power: The Myth of the Machine Volume Two, by Lewis Mumford, Crisis and Crítica, Universidad del 
Valle de Bolivia, November 2013, accessed on 12.06.2015, 
http://cvisaacs.univalle.edu.co/crisisycritica/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36:recov
ering-lewis-mumford-s-the-pentagon-of-power&catid=26:resena.  
49
 Lewis Mumford, The Pentagon of Power: The Myth of the Machine Volume Two, (San Diego: 
Harvest/HBJ, 1970), 51 
50
 Ibid. 
51
 Danielle Carlo, “Recovering Lewis Mumford’s the Pentagon of Power,” 3. 
52
 Lewis Mumford, Technics and Human Development: The Myth of the Machine Volume One, (San 
Diego: Harcourt Publishers Ltd, 1967), 188. 
53
 Ibid, 188. 
54
 Ibid. 
55
 Arpad Szakolczai, Reflexive Historical Sociology, 167. 
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mechanical types that only the machine is capable of producing.”56 Mumford’s 
‘mechanized world picture’ and ‘megamachine’, which will be developed further after 
the case study comparison, provide a unique and powerful interpretation of our 
current global world order and will provide an opulent modus operandi in which to 
investigate the global implications of urban community gardening.  
  
 
2.5 Max Weber 
 
Max Weber was a German sociologist, political economist and philosopher, 
regarded as one of the original architects of advanced social theory.  Weber, born 30 
years before Mumford, also witnessed grand social and industrial transformations but 
at an early stage. In his best-known work, The Protestant Work Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism, Weber attempts to find the social origins of the secular capitalist 
economic system that became dominant at the end of the 19th century.  
 Weber contends that “the capitalist spirit that emerged in modern times was 
connected to the fundamental religious ideas of ascetic Protestantism.”57 Weber 
believed that society evolved within this paradigm eventually forming new motives 
and economic constellations. The secular capitalism that emerged out of the 
monastic cells “began to dominate worldly morality”58 and effectively became an end 
in itself. Weber writes, “This order is now bound to the technical and economic 
conditions of machine production which to-day determine the lives of all the 
individuals who are born into this mechanism, not only those directly concerned with 
economic acquisition, with irresistible force.”59 Weber’s understanding of the human 
cost of industrial capitalist development provides an interesting context in which to 
understand alternative social forms such as urban community gardening. 
 Like Mumford, Weber believed that the global economic system that was 
emerging in the late 19th early 20th century was “bound to the technical and economic 
conditions of machine production.”60 “He foresaw a desolate bureaucratic ‘iron cage’ 
                                                          
56
 Arpad Szakolczai, Reflexive Historical Sociology, 167. 
57
 Max Weber, Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism: New Translation and Introduction by 
Stephen Kalberg (Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn Publishers, 2001), xv.   
58
 Max Weber, The Protestant Work Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons (New 
York and London: Routledge, 1992), 123.   
59
 Ibid. 
60
 Max Weber, The Protestant Work Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, trans. Talcott Parsons, 123. 
  
12 
 
of the future, the empty triumph of ‘specialists without spirit, sensualists without 
heart.”61  
   
 
3 Methodology 
 
3.1 Research Approach 
 
In order to determine how urban community gardening relates to globalization, 
this study uses primary and secondary data from two selected gardens in the cities of 
Berlin, Germany and Havana, Cuba and draws on globalization theory, theory of the 
production of space in the urban environment, and theory from Lewis Mumford and 
Max Weber. Primary data consists of an interview with one of the creators of the 
Prinzessinnengarten in Berlin, Germany as well as photographs from that location.  
 
 
3.2 Theory 
 
As presented in section II, globalization theory, though complex and expansive, is a 
valuable tool in which to investigate transnational phenomena. Robertson’s 
‘glocalization’ introduces an analytical departure point in which urban community 
garden forms, in different locations, can be contextualized. This analytical departure 
point makes explicit society dependent causation and local agency while allowing 
associational awareness. Because of their interdisciplinary nature and extensive 
scope, contemporary global studies are often criticized as being “so broad as to 
become impossible to operationalize empirically and therefore, misleading as a 
vehicle for understanding the contemporary world.”62 Though it is difficult to apply 
modern aspects of globalization to certain areas of the world, global perspectives are 
still fruitful if presented in awareness of contextual limitations and centrism. In this 
paper, I will integrate conceptualizations from various fields of study to point out 
mechanisms that I believe influence urban community gardening. 
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 Periodizing contemporary globalization with geniture in 1989 is done so to 
concentrate focus on the core questions of this study. The urban agricultural 
movement in Cuba began with the economic shocks associated with the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union, therefore prior perspectives on the phenomenon need not be 
included.   
 Theory from Lewis Mumford and Max Weber will be integrated into the 
analytical discussion because of the unique perspectives they offer on the sociology 
of individuals in the urban environment. Lewis Mumford’s view of urban development 
and the forces that shape modern society provide an alternative context in which to 
interpret urban community gardening. Max Weber’s discussion of the Protestant work 
ethic and its contribution to secular capitalism are addressed to call attention to 
societal norms that influence the actions of individuals in market oriented countries.  
 
 
3.3 Case Study Sources and Data 
 
3.3.1 Case Study Havana 
 
Urban agriculture in Cuba is well documented and understood in mostly national and 
macro perspectives. Secondary source material on Cuba’s urban agricultural 
transition includes published work from academics who were either onsite during the 
initial and later phases of the movement or from experts in Latin American 
Agroecology and urban agriculture such as Sinan Koont, Peter Rosset, Miguel Altieri, 
Catherine Murphy and Havana’s own Mario Gonzalez Novo. Source material on 
urban community gardening at the local and neighborhood level is difficult to acquire. 
Limited published secondary literature exists primarily in the form of PhD 
dissertations, Mater’s theses and articles. Such work includes Marion Girard 
Cisneros and Joanne K. Parker studies on small-scale urban agriculture in Havana 
as well as Charles A. French’s comparative analysis of community gardening space 
in Boston, Massachusetts and Havana, Cuba. Adriana Premat, who spent nearly 12 
years in Cuba researching various self-provisioning gardens, provides the most 
appropriate case study example of urban community gardening in the city of Havana 
in her book, Sowing Change: The Making of Havana’s Urban Agriculture as well as in 
other various articles. The urban community garden presented in her book will be 
used as the case study example later in this work. The decision to utilize an example 
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from one source is a result of the scarcity of holistic accounts of urban community 
gardening in Havana, Cuba and is recognized as an unavoidable weakness in this 
study. To mitigate this weakness, relevant secondary data, including field 
observations made by other researchers, will be integrated into the case study 
example 
 
 
3.3.2 Case Study Berlin 
 
Data on urban community gardening in Berlin, Germany is extensive and accessible. 
Most secondary literature about urban gardening has been produced in the context of 
Western capitalism and urban governance, whereas there is a dearth of material as it 
relates to socialist Cuba. This contrast in source volume is an inevitable weakness.  
 Unlike urban community gardening in Havana, Cuba, Berlin’s community 
gardens are well-documented. Literature in this section will include economic 
perspectives from David Harvey, Stefan Ktätke, Jamie Peck, and Adam Tickel, and 
will contribute to the perspectives from Marit Rosol, Johannes Novy, Claire Colomb, 
Virag Molnar, and Elisabeth Meyer-Renschhausen, who will show how economic 
policy affects free space initiatives and urban governance. Literature from Pim Bendt, 
Stephen Barthel, Johan Colding, and James R. Miller on the social dynamics of 
urban community gardens in Berlin will be presented including the role community 
gardens have in the production and proliferation of knowledge. The impact of sub-
culture on Berlin’s urban gardens will be introduced using perspectives from Alex 
Vasudevan, Ingo Bader, Albert Scharenberg, Jacqueline Groth and Eric Corijn and 
will make explicit the historic traditions that led to many urban gardening projects in 
Berlin. This section will also include various online sources from the city government 
of Berlin and the Prinzessinnengarten.  Primary data consists of a loosely structured 
interview with the co-creator of the Prinzessinnengarten, Robert Shaw, along with 
photographs taken onsite.  
 The Prinzessinnengarten, located in the borough of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg, 
was chosen as the case study example for three reasons. Firstly, the garden is a 
public access garden, available for primary data collection, and is located in urban 
downtown Berlin. Secondly, the co-creator of the garden, Robert Shaw, found 
inspiration for the garden project while visiting the Cuban city of Santa Clara and 
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thirdly, the garden was chosen because of the abundance and variety of published 
academic source material that has been written about the garden from its inception in 
2009 to present day.  
 
 
3.4 Comparative Framework 
 
3.4.1 Case Study Approach 
 
Both case study sections were written using an inductive method of data collection 
with the intention of minimizing selective reasoning. My intent was to examine 
whether the phenomenon of urban community gardening was indicative of emerging 
global patterns by looking at two case study examples. Because urban community 
gardening has developed in vastly different socio-political contexts a comparison 
could determine if deeper human concerns are at work.  
 
 
3.4.2 Comparative Analysis 
 
Conventional forms of comparative analysis usually “seek to explain similar 
phenomena by similar features, and different phenomena by different features.”63 
Though the case study examples seem similar at first glance, they are distinctive and 
cannot be compared void of local contexts. Thus, a simple comparative analysis 
using a direct method of similarity or difference could be too restrictive. The 
comparison of the case studies in this work will therefore employ the concept of 
‘plural causation’ as introduced by John Stewart Mill.64 According to Chris Pickvance, 
“The idea of plural causation is essentially that of diverse chains of causation leading 
to the sale result.”65 Urban community gardens are woven into their respective social 
environments, choosing to focus on similarities and differences without these 
essential social contexts would be unfavorable given the aim of this study.  
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3.4.3 Analytical Discussion 
 
This section will expand on the comparative analysis using conceptualization of the 
global and the local, industrial agriculture, and theory from Mumford and Weber. The 
analytical discussion will explore the phenomenon of urban community gardening in 
relation to larger global and social processes. The deeper social and humanist 
perspectives introduced in this section will assist in determining if and how urban 
community gardening relates to patterns and processes of globalization. Now that the 
theoretical framework and the methodology have been presented we can move onto 
our fist case study. 
 
 
4 Case Study Havana 
 
4.1 Historical Background: Crisis and Urban Agriculture  
 
The end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1989 proved to be 
a global caesura. The de- and re-territorialization of space and sovereignty that 
followed influenced the social and economic dynamics of societies in both its large 
(nation-state) and small (city) containers. In Cuba, 1989 marked the beginning of 
what Cubans call the Special Period.66 The breakdown of the favorable terms of 
trade that Cuba enjoyed with the Soviet Bloc forced a massive economic and 
agricultural realignment. This realignment was felt above all in the energy and 
agriculture sectors of the Cuban economy. In the energy sector, “Cuba’s oil imports 
showed a steady drop of 28 percent from 13.10 million mt. (metric tons) in 1989 to 
8.10 million mt. by the end of 1991,”67  
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Figure 1. Cuba: Oil Imports 1989 – 1999 in Metric Tons. 68 
 
Susan Eckstein, expert in Latin American studies explained this as a “shift from 
socialist solidarity to socialist solitary. The Soviet bloc on the eve of its collapse 
accounted for 85 percent of Cuba’s trade, four years later for a mere 20 percent.”69 
Prior to the Special Period, Cuba’s industrialized agriculture sector had specialized in 
single export crops, such as sugar, and was heavily reliant on chemical fertilizer 
inputs for its crop production, making the Cuban people dependent on food imports 
from the Soviet Bloc. As presented by anthropologist Adriana Premat, “In the early 
1990s, 55 percent of the calories, 50 percent of the proteins, and 90 percent of the 
fats consumed in Cuba were imported.”70 The economic shocks of the dissolution of 
the Soviet Union coupled with a tightening US trade embargo forced the Cuban 
government into abandoning preexisting forms of economic production in favor of 
“green” methods for insuring food security and well-being for its population.  
 In Cuba, urban agriculture prior to the special period was nearly non-existent. 
From the perspective of the Cuban state, centralized management of agriculture was 
considered to be the best means of food production. This large scale, highly 
industrialized and chemically reliant sector of the economy was the pride of the 
Cuban government until the seismic economic shocks that took place between 1989 
and 1991. “Over the years, the Cuban state had established its role as primary food 
provider of basic necessities, such as food, and it was in this area that the efficacy 
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(and legitimacy) of the socialist system was put to its toughest test.”71 Consequences 
as a result of the Special Period led to what is now understood to be “the largest 
conversion from conventional agriculture to organic or semi-organic farming that the 
world has ever known.”72  
 One of the most significant challenges facing Cuba during the Special Period 
was agricultural production without the use of petrochemical-based fertilizers, 
agricultural machinery, and imported animal feed. Sinan Koont, author of Sustainable 
Urban Agriculture in Cuba writes, “Almost overnight, diesel fuel, gasoline, trucks, 
agricultural machinery, spare parts for trucks and machinery, as well as 
petrochemical-based fertilizers and pesticides, all became very scarce.”73 The drastic 
reductions of such important economic inputs cannot be overstated. 
 
 
Table 1. Trade and Inputs Reductions in Cuba, 1989-1992. 74 
 
 
1989 
 
1992 Reduction (%) 
Total Imports ($US) 8.1 bn. 1.7 bn. 79 
Oil (tons) 13.3 m. 6.1 m. 54 
Fertilizer Imports (tons) 1.3 m. 300 000 77 
Animal Feed (tons) 1.3 m. 475 000 63 
 
 
In an effort to provide food security for its citizens, the Cuban government faced the 
task of having to quickly formulate and implement a new model for food production. 
From a macro perspective such an undertaking would, under normal conditions, 
require a massive transformation / redistribution of human capital and a 
decentralization of state control over agriculture. Fortunately Cuba found itself well 
prepared. According to Rosset: 
 
 It (Cuba) had, over the years, emphasized the building up of human 
 resources, and therefore had a cadre of scientists and researchers who could 
 come forward with innovative ideas to confront the crisis. While Cuba has only 
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 2 percent of the population of Latin America, it has almost 11 percent of the 
 scientists (Rosset and Benjamin, 1994a). Faced with the cut-off of 
 agrochemical inputs, these scientists were able to rapidly bring biocontrol and 
 alternative soil fertility practices online to stave off famine.75 
 
 
Overnight, Cuba’s classic agricultural model, which relied heavily on mechanized and 
industrialized agriculture techniques disintegrated, creating space for a new 
alternative model. The new model, which existed and was championed by scientists 
long before the Special Period, emphasized sustainability through the use of 
biological fertilizers, biological pest controls, and, most importantly, entailed a “shift in 
the practice of governance as individual citizens became responsible for ensuring 
their own well-being […] in the area of subsistence.”76 
 
 
4.2 Urban Agriculture in Havana 
 
Havana, the largest city in Cuba, felt the effects of the Special Period economic crash 
acutely. The food and gas shortages in the city had a tremendous impact on how 
urban dwellers organized their lives. In order to meet the nutritional needs of the city, 
individuals started implementing small scale farming methods for food cultivation in 
empty lots and vacant usufruct lands within the city limits. In 1991, the Cuban 
government recognized the potential of small scale urban agriculture, and, “following 
directives from the Fourth Party Congress, rapidly allocated human and material 
resources (including land) to encourage individual citizens to engage in food 
production.”77 The Cuban government passed Resolutions 289 (1990), 24 (1991) and 
law no. 142 (1993), successfully dispersing larger city state farms and unused state 
lands into Basic Units of Production (Unidades Básicas de Producción Cooperativa 
(UBPCs).78 The two resolutions and the law effectively passed ownership of state 
farms, and the equipment on those farms to collectives made up of trained farmers. 
Collective ownership under Law no. 142 applied to larger farm redistributions as well 
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as smaller lots previously under state control. The state retained general land tenure 
but new co-operatives would be in charge of their own terms of management, 
cultivation decisions, disciplinary regulations, and although principle crops in larger 
UBPCs were determined by the state, all secondary crops and self-provisioning 
garden production was up for negotiation.79 The newly formed Urban Agriculture 
Department worked directly with local Legislative Councils (Poder Popular) to change 
city laws so that gardeners would have legal priority for all unused space.”80 The 
combination of an already skilled agrarian workforce, coupled with the forces of 
decentralization, increased agency and autonomy and intensified the speed and 
diversity of Havana’s urban agriculture movement. According to Miguel Altieri, noted 
agroecologist:  
 
 there are 383,000 urban farms, covering 50,000 hectares of otherwise unused 
 land and producing more than 1.5 million tons of vegetables with top urban 
 farms reaching a yield of 20 kg/m2 per year of edible plant material using no 
 synthetic chemicals—equivalent to a hundred tons per hectare. Urban farms 
 supply 70 percent or more of all the fresh vegetables consumed in cities such 
 as Havana and Villa Clara.81 
 
The following table presents the most well known manifestations of Havana’s urban 
agriculture movement after the above mentioned initiatives. 
 
Table 2. Urban Agriculture Forms in Havana    
Type Description Land Tenure / Average size 
 
Organopónicos 
 
Rectangular-walled constructions 
roughly thirty meters by one meter 
containing raised beds of a mixture of 
soil and organic material such as 
compost, original models first 
constructed in abandoned armed 
service facilities.82 
 
 
 
State Tenure  
 
Publically functioning in terms 
of ownership 
 
Size: 2000 – 5000 m². 83 
 
Huerto Intensivo 
(intensive gardens) 
 
Usually located in areas with greater 
quality soil, drainage and water.84 
 
State Tenure  
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Unlike Organopónicos intensive 
gardens utilize raised beds without 
retaining walls. This method improves 
spacing between plants and utilizes 
already fertilized organic matter. In 
appropriate locations greenhouses 
are integrated to increase yields and 
make possible year-round vegetable 
production85  
 
Publically functioning in terms 
of ownership 
 
Size: 1000 – 3000 m². 86 
 
Parceleros: Popular 
Gardens, Community 
Gardens, Self 
Provisioning 
Patios: Backyard 
gardens, Rooftop 
Gardens, Balcony 
gardens, Self 
Provisioning 
 
 
Parceleros and Patios can take many 
forms. These gardens are the most 
popular form of urban agriculture in 
Havana and the most widespread. 
These gardens emerged in quick 
response to food shortages posed by 
the Special Period. They can be 
located in previously usufruct plots, 
rooftops, backyards, and schoolyards. 
 
Parceleros: State Tenure 
 
Publically functioning in terms 
of ownership 
 
Patio: Private Tenure – not 
publically owned 
 
Size: < 1000 m². 87 
  
 
The Organopónicos and intensive gardens are spatially speaking the largest forms of 
urban agriculture in Havana and their production, land tenure, and main commercial 
objectives are state controlled. These gardens have provided researchers with 
quantitative data on vegetable production within Havana’s city limits, however, data 
from early Special Period production is difficult to gather mainly due to insufficient 
research and recording done during that period of time. The smaller urban gardens 
known as Parceleros and Patios provide food directly to neighboring areas,  including 
households, families, schools and businesses. Output from smaller urban gardens 
and collectives remains much harder to quantify though data from specific city 
municipalities does exist.88 The two tables below give a good representation of urban 
agricultural production in metric tons and percentage increases in output. 
 
Table 3. Annual Production of Selected Crops in Havana.89 
Crop 2001 Thousands of Metric 
Tons 
Annual Growth 1999 – 2001 
(Percent) 
Banana (cooking) 1.9 8.0 
Banana Fruit 0.8 13.2 
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Fruits (other) 21.1 8.4 
Root Crops 21.0 10.2 
Beans 2.4 29.9 
Rice 0.6 21.9 
 
 
Table 4. Annual Production of Vegetables in Havana 90 
Year Thousands of Metric Tons 
1997 20.7 
1998 49.9 
1999 62.6 
2000 120.1 
2001 132.2 
2002 188.6 
2003 253.8 
2004 264.9 
2005 272.0 
 
 In the mid 90’s, the Cuban economy began to rebound, allowing government 
to invest in agricultural production and what it deemed to be the most productive form 
of urban agriculture, the Organopónico (which incidentally functioned under state 
control). Prior to that point, however, it was not the Organopónico, but the “smallest 
and most independent of all urban agriculture sites (the patios and parcelas) that 
contributed the most to alleviating the population’s food insecurity.”91 In 2002, there 
were 104,087 parcels and patios under production, covering an area of 3,595 
hectares and producing more than all the Organopónicos and intensive gardens 
combined.92  
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4.2.1 State Participation 
 
The decentralization of large-scale state run agriculture did not lead to a substantial 
decrease in state participation. In many cases the contrary is true. Without early state 
initiatives many small-scale producers would not have been able to cultivate 
productive plots as quickly as they did.93  
 
 “The booming urban-gardening movement was supported through the world’s 
 first coordinated urban agriculture program, integrating: 1) access to land; 
 2) extension services; 3) research and development; 4) new supply stores for 
 small farmers; and 5) new marketing schemes and organizational selling 
 points for urban producers.94 
 
Access to land and provisions for production granted by Law no. 142 allowed new 
collective members to share in knowledge building, planning, and production without 
extensive state oversight. Understandably, this new autonomy and the possible 
commercial implications made some state officials nervous. In early phases of the 
new urban agriculture movement “small-scale agricultural production was still 
presented not as an ideal but rather a response to exceptional conditions.”95 Fear of 
creating an entrepreneurial class was expressed by party members. It was only a 
decade earlier that Castro himself stated that, “Before [the revolution] the most a 
citizen could aspire to was for the state to build a post office, a telegraph station… 
Today, citizens think it is right to expect everything from the state… and they are 
correct.”96 Such fundamentally intrinsic notions did not evaporate overnight and they 
provided challenges in the early stages of the urban gardening movement in Havana.  
 In order to provide oversight at the local level, the MINAG (Ministry of 
Agriculture) instituted urban agricultural representatives (UAR) per municipality in 
Havana. Their responsibilities include “discussing production plans with each 
producing unit, promoting new technologies, overseeing networks of providing inputs, 
gathering data, ensuring quality and veracity, marketing the food, and training people 
in urban agriculture techniques.”97 The UAR’s in Havana are assisted by staff 
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members, but considering the large number of urban self-provisioning gardens that 
fall under each municipality’s jurisdiction, quality control is largely impossible. 
Consequently, UAR’s do not play an active role in the majority of self-provisioning 
gardens in Havana. State influence via UAR’s must be carefully utilized. In an 
interview with Adriana Premat a UAR by the name of Raquel explained: “Of course, 
our work with patios is difficult because we cannot just show up and tell the owner, 
‘look, you have to do this.””98 In order to influence the producers, UAR’s and other 
state officials must work together with producers. It is on the basis of such a 
distinctive corroboration that the relationship between state officials and small-scale 
garden producers has evolved.   
 In official circles, the urban gardening movement is still recognized for its 
potential to challenge “established revolutionary tenets” and other traditionally 
institutional modes of operation, yet Instead of retarding the popularity and success 
of the small-scale urban gardening movement in Havana on fear of such challenges, 
the Cuban government has championed its achievements under the banner of 
collective solidarity.99 The MINAG’s Urban Agriculture Department regularly 
schedules events for those involved in: Agricultural Consultation and Input Stores 
(Tiendas Consultorios Agrppecuarios, TCAs), Small-scale Garden production 
(Peoples Councils), and internationally run domestic NGO’s such as the Antonio 
Núňez Jiménez Foundation for Nature and Humanity (FANJNH). Annually, the Cuban 
government holds national meetings for the Patio and Parcela Movement. In all the 
above mentioned meetings, the ideals of “a stronger revolution through engagement 
in the cultivation of land,” is championed.100 The incorporation of revolutionary 
concepts into the urban agriculture movement has served to solidify the movement 
with the state. Examples of the fusion of mobilizing language and the small-scale 
urban agriculture movement can best be seen in the magazine and newspaper 
publications of the early 90’s. In 1991: 
 
 The Tribuna de La Habana newspaper began publishing a regular column on 
 urban agriculture, with the cooperation of the MINAG, titled Sembrando 
 Voluntad (Cultivating Willpower). But it was the slogan, Si Se Puede [yes, it 
 can be done!], not  initially used to apply to urban agriculture per se, that 
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 became a sort of motto for the state-endorsed urban agriculture movement 
 and permeated the speech if it participants.101 
 
The participation of the state in small-scale urban gardening is dynamic and has 
been reflected in the language of the movement from its inception. Another incentive 
for producers is the award system and competitive structure that the state has 
integrated into the small-scale and large-scale urban gardening movement. 
“Productive units themselves are honored with a number of designations (“with 
excellence” being the highest) according to a strict criteria.”102 Other then receiving 
praise from state officials, productive units that are graded highly may receive access 
to equipment and funding through a various number of domestic and non-domestic 
NGO’s and state institutions. The moral incentive to participate through official 
channels and the pursuit of state recognition has in many respects led to a synergy 
between the state and the small-scale urban gardening movement.  
 It is important to note that not all state influence is met with open arms. Some 
urban gardens were targeted by state officials for engaging in “dubious activity.”103 
Such activity includes direct foreign funding of personal projects, over-emphasis on 
profit oriented production, and conducting counter-revolutionary activities. Premat 
gives examples where the opinions of producers had been muted and where state-
led initiatives overruled the desires of individuals for the betterment of the 
community.104 It is evident, however, that the state is aware of the desires of small-
scale producers who feel connected to gardens that many of them have cultivated for 
an extended period of time and this awareness and respect has made corroboration 
between the two sides generally, but not always, successful. 
 
 
4.2.2 The Urban Agricultural Market 
 
In Havana, the process of buying and preparing food is much different when 
compared to Western industrialized cities. Cuba has two currencies, the national 
Cuban peso (CUP) and the convertible Cuban peso (CUC). The convertible peso is 
essentially equal to the American dollar and is used by Cubans to purchase goods at 
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usually above state market prices. The acquisition of food in Havana takes many 
forms. According OXFAMS Minor Sinclair and Martha Thompson, Generally 
Havanans can purchase food from 6 different types of distributors. The Libre (Free 
markets) are government stands outside of ration stores that tend to sell very 
cheaply, urban gardens at below market prices, ferias (state farms) which have 
“deeply” discounted prices, topped markets which are open markets favored by 
producers, dollar stores which sell higher-end products usually for CUC’s, and finally 
peso stores that carry Cuban versions of imported products and handle in CUP’s.105 
According to Marion Girard Cisneros’ research: 
 
 Fresh agricultural products (vegetables, fruits, eggs, honey, etc.) are available 
 at farmers’ markets and agromercados (small-scale farmers’ market, often 
 located at the entrance of cooperatives and selling fresh agricultural output 
 coming from the cooperatives or produced in the vicinity) or via self-
 provisioning. Here farmers are allowed to sell surplus production (beyond 
 state-imposed quotas) at free market prices, but in Cuban pesos.106 
 
The ability to sell excess produce for profit is an element of Cuban community 
gardening that has provided incentives for producers and challenges for state 
officials and institutions. According to Koont, “The market determines some prices, 
and the government sets others. An overwhelming majority of these units are 
profitable.”107 The increased attractiveness to sell surplus has led to an 
entrepreneurial spirit in Cuba’s urban agricultural movement and has incorporated 
itself into an already sizable informal sector, though various “moral incentives exist 
for urban agriculturalists”108 who follow state recommendations systematically. 
According to development economist Archibald Ritter: 
 
 “The most powerful force promoting economic illegalities of many sorts is 
 necessity […] The central reason for this is that people earn moneda nacional 
 or “old pesos,” but their earnings are insufficient to purchase the basic 
 foodstuffs—not to mention everything else—that they require for survival. This 
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 means that people must find additional sources of income in “old pesos” or 
 convertible pesos (previously U.S. dollars) to permit their survival.109 
 
Regardless of potential problems such activities pose to the authority of the state, the 
benefits of urban agriculture are irrefutable and therefore tolerated. Alleviating 
poverty and achieving food security for the general populous has granted urban 
agricultural producers a level of functional flexibility in their practices, and incentives 
in support of state cooperation have largely regulated fears of an uncontrollable 
agricultural entrepreneurial class.  
 Garden funding is also possible via domestic and non-domestic NGO’s if 
certain pre-requisites are met. International NGO’s operating in Havana must prove 
to be beneficial for the urban agricultural program in Cuba and must be approved 
through official channels. Examples include organizations like the Australian 
Conservation Foundation teaming up with the domestic NGO FUNJNH to integrate 
permaculture training for Cuban farmers.110 Such situations can be advantages, 
providing a means to circumvent “government bureaucracy that could interfere with 
the timely transfer of funds necessary for implementation of programs.”111 Funding 
comes in the form of logistical support, new technological inputs, and garden supplies 
for units that are community oriented and officially recognized.  
  
 
4.2.3 Havana’s Urban Garden Spaces 
 
Cubans responding to the food crisis of the Special Period used whatever excess 
space there was for food cultivation. In Havana, these available spaces included 
usufruct plots, abandoned building lots, rooftops, backyards, balconies, and unused 
peri-urban land.  
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Figure 2. Large Lot garden in Havana, photo: Andy Cook.112 
 
Usufruct and vacant lots, many of which were previously under construction prior to 
the Special Period, were numerous and spread out throughout Havana’s 15 
municipalities at the time of the crisis.  
 
 
Figure 3. Typical Vacant Lot in Central Havana. Photo by Adriana Premat.113 
 
Beyond the obvious need for simple food production, urban gardens also introduced 
new spatial effects on neighborhoods yet unseen in the city. Some gardens in highly 
populated areas became flagships for community interaction, designed to create 
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physical space for visitors to enjoy greenery, others were designed as personal 
“refuges”, sealed from the larger community for the sake of the elderly or those 
attempting to construct a forest among the stones. Lots near business areas and 
schools were designed to facilitate in providing the direct needs of those in the 
vicinity, while other gardens in well-to-do neighborhoods incorporated more 
ascetically pleasing elements in their design. 
 In many densely populated areas in central Havana, vacant lots simply did not 
exist. If space was not available in the barrios (neighborhood), Cuban’s adapted 
vertically, turning their building rooftops into gardens. Fieldwork done in the two 
municipalities of Centro Habana (Central Havana) and Habana Vieja (Old Havana) 
by Marion Girard Cisneros illustrates how these rooftop gardens were utilized, 
including for the raising of animals, vegetable cultivation, and wine production.114 The 
limited amount of space on Havana’s rooftops encouraged vertical gardening 
techniques and other creative solutions using whatever containers and infrastructure 
available.  
 
 
Figure 4. Pepper Plants on Rooftop Garden in El Cerro Municipality, Photo by Adriana 
Premat.115   
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Figure 5. Patio Garden in El Cerro Municipality. Photo by Adriana Premat.116 
These creative and efficient uses of space as seen in figure 4 and 5 were largely a 
result of permaculture training from early Special Period initiatives that included 
knowledge sharing between Scientists, information brokers, and farmers. The MINAG 
still supports corroboration between various actors in the urban agriculture movement 
and facilitates in the exchange of ideas and information through workshops and 
neighborhood meetings.117 Figure 6 depicts a backyard garden design accomplished 
by a permaculture student upon completion of his training.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Backyard Garden Design as a Result of Permaculture Training. Photo by Marion 
Girard Cisneros. 118 
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4.3 Case Study Example: Jorge’s Community Garden Parcela 
 
 
Figure 7. Jorge’s Parcela in 2011. Photo by Nicole Noel.119 
 
4.3.1 Garden Introduction 
 
Table 5. Garden Data 1990’s - 2011120  
 
Location Habana Vieja 
Size (m²) 275 
Founded Space granted to Jorge in the early 1990’s 
Legal Status Communitarian Garden  
Land Ownership State  
Fee None 
Funding State and foreign/domestic  NGO’s 
No. of Participants Fluctuating 
No. of Core Participants Fluctuating 
Ethnic/migrant status of participants Cuban  
Fluctuating amongst civil society participants 
Physical Features Rectangular vegetable beds 
Water tank 
Irrigation hoses 
Avocado Tree 
Composting station 
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Home terrace 
 
Users and Visitor Groups Permaculture student groups 
Neighbors (Neighborhood Environmental 
Education Group, GBEA) 
Schoolchildren 
Garden Activists 
 
External Actors FANJNH (Foundation for Nature and 
Humanity121) 
Taller (Neighborhood Revitalization Workshop) 
Local Legislative Council 
CIERIC (Center for Exchange and Reference for 
Community Initiatives) 
MINAG (Ministry of Agriculture) 
CDRs (Committees for the Defense of the 
Revolution 
 
 The Following case study example is taken from fieldwork which was 
eventually integrated into chapter 5 of Adriana Premat’s book, Sowing Change: The 
Making of Havana’s Urban Agriculture and is supported by other data. Premat’s 
fieldwork was conducted between the years of 1997 and 2009, related data 
presented in this section pertains to the same time period 
  Jorge’s community garden is a Parcela located on state land in the 
municipality of Haban Vieja in central Havana.122 The spacious garden was a favorite 
stop of FANJNH permaculture tours, utilizes rectangular vegetable beds for plant 
cultivation, and is open to the general public. Jorge’s garden, now simply referred to 
as huerto comunitario (communitarian garden), underwent significant changes in the 
course of Premat’s study. Its initial caretaker Jorge, who passed away in 2004, “was 
an affable septuagenarian”123 who Premate, “got to know […] independently of the 
foundation (FANJNH).”124 As shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8, Jorge’s original 
FANJNH permaculture design for the garden bears little resemblance to the physical 
features of the garden as it existed in 2011.125 
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Figure 08. Jorge’s Original Permaculture Garden Design.126 
 
According to Premat, “What the site lacked in design appeal, however, it made up for 
in suitability for large-group visits.”127 Jorge was a graduate of the FANJNH design 
course and was care taker of the garden from inception in the early 1990’s until his 
death in 2004.128  
 “In the early 1990’s, a government representative had granted authorization 
(though not in writing) for cultivation of the site.”129 Jorge maintained management 
over the site without dispute until the economic situation in the district began to better 
itself. Near the turn of the century, the Cuban economy began to show substantial 
improvement, “vegetables were more readily accessible to the population at large, 
and major state investment in construction was once again possible, especially in 
touristic districts like Habana Vieja.”130 To insure the continued existence of the 
garden, Jorge needed support from the community, the state, and civil society.  
 Jorge’s community garden is an interesting example for many reasons. 
Research done on urban gardening in Havana has primarily focused on the rise of 
the small-scale self provisioning gardens operated on land that was already under 
the control of private individuals131 or on the much larger state controlled 
Organopónicos or intensive gardens.132 While community involvement is an aspect of 
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nearly all urban gardens in Havana, Jorge’s example shows how medium sized 
parcelas depend on community support for their very survival. The following three 
sections will focus on how state, citizen and external actors influenced the 
development of the site over the span of a decade and will illustrate that “Havana’s 
urban agriculture sites are dynamic, contested, and ever-changing products of 
multiple agents.”133 
 
 
4.3.2 The Role of the State  
 
Jorge’s garden space was given to him by the president of the elected municipal 
government in the early 1990’s.134 The garden, like many other urban garden spaces 
during the Special Period, “came into existence at a time when the state had few 
resources for urban development and food insecurity was high.135” Near the turn of 
the century, however, Jorge was under threat of eviction, pressured by state 
investment projects in the popular tourist area that the garden resided in.136 In order 
to insure the garden’s survival, Jorge had to “rest primarily on the arguments that 
could be made regarding the (garden’s) contribution to the community in social and 
environmental terms.”137 
 Before the garden’s community health benefits became recognized, the threat 
of eviction came “in part from a relatively new neighborhood institution, created in 
1994, known as the Taller de Renovación de Barrio (Neighborhood Revitalization 
Workshop) […] The Taller was a dependency of the Office of the Historian of the 
City.” 138 According to Premat: 
 
 Rather than being encumbered by the prerequisites of the various levels of 
 government bureaucracy, the Office of the Historian dealt directly with the 
 Council of State […] (allowing) for the rapid physical, economic, social, and 
 cultural revitalization of Habama Vieja—something that, of course, positively 
 connected with the touristic development of the municipality.139 
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These two official entities would maintain jurisdiction over the majority of the garden’s 
lifespan. In 1999, the Taller, which had a duty to identify the needs of the community, 
“implemented a series of participatory planning workshops” that were designed to 
identify green spaces for recreation in the area.140 This trend was part of a much 
larger “political will expressed in the writings and discourse of high officials about the 
need to prioritize agricultural self-sufficiency […] into concrete support for the 
promotion of productive and energy efficient initiatives.”141 Juliana, a psychologist 
hired by the Taller, understood the garden’s importance and “defended the site with 
the intention of using it as a home base to teach neighborhood schoolchildren the 
health benefits of consuming vegetables and the value of contact with nature in the 
city.”142 From the perspective of the state officials: 
 
 Endorsing such a garden in Havana Vieja not only served to address one of 
 the identified needs of the resident population but also importantly assuaged 
 domestic and international criticism that the territory’s touristic development 
 prioritized revenue-making projects over the needs and well-being of local 
 inhabitants.143 
 
Jorge’s garden project “fit nicely with a new nationwide government campaign, 
endorsed by Fidel himself, to encourage healthier eating habits among Cubans.”144 
The campaign’s principles included the right for Cubans to have access to “a fresh 
supply of good quality products, offered directly to the population, guaranteeing a 
balanced production of no less that 300g of vegetables daily per capita.”145 
 Over time, community influences on the development of the garden grew ever 
stronger. What in the early phases of cooperation was referred to as “Jorge’s garden” 
by neighbors and state officials became simply “the garden on such and such street” 
or the huerto comunitario (communitarian garden).”146 According to Premat: 
 
 Over time, a number of special neighborhood activities were organized with 
 the stated objective of “getting the residents to perceive the garden as a 
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 communitarian garden,” regardless of the relative lack of community 
 participation in these activities.147 
 
The result was the gradual relegation of Jorge “as the main protagonist in, and 
ultimate creator of, the space.”148 Jorge contributed gladly to the evolution of the 
garden from a space of his own to a space for the community. In an interview with 
Premat, Jorge expressed the following: 
 
 If you ask my wife, she will tell you the same thing: the dream is to have a 
 beautiful garden, that everyone comments on it [for] it serves to meet 
 everyone’s needs because, remember, that this is all communitarian, which 
 means it is for everyone…and serving others is the most important thing you 
 can do.149 
 
The desire to contribute to the community is common among community garden 
producers. In three small scale community garden case studies presented by Joanne 
Parker in the municipality of Diez de Octubre southeast of the city center and Nuevo 
Vedado near the city center, contributions to the collective rank very high as 
motivating factors.150 Parker writes, “A key theme in all three cases related to the 
benefits or contributions these producers and their products provided to the broader 
community or the country.”151 
 The reorganization of Jorge’s parcela from a small garden space into a 
flagship community garden project reveals the influence of actors more acutely 
compared to smaller gardens. During her fieldwork in the garden and throughout 
Havana, Premat became aware of the power dynamics between the state and 
parceleros in desirable locations. She writes: 
 
 It was evident that the continued rights of parceleros over public land 
 depended, at least in part, on their ability to make publicly recognized 
 contributions to the community that proved the value of the production site 
 beyond mere private benefits.152 
 
Jorge would remain a vital caretaker of the space until his death regardless of his 
diminished importance as the garden’s initial creator and primary inhabitant. After his 
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death, the site was taken over by a Cuban governmental organization. “This 
organization, aided by funding procured from international bodies like the Canadian 
Embassy, continued Jorge’s work with the schools.”153 In the last years of her 
fieldwork Premat interviewed Jorge’s wife, who informed Premat that the garden was 
now being run directly by the office of the elected municipal government and that the 
keys to the garden were given to one man who “was rumored to be illegally selling 
some of its produce at a nearby agricultural market.”154  
 The fear of changes in land tenure status and control has been documented 
by other researchers operating in Cuba’s urban gardens.155 According to interviews 
conducted by Charles French during fieldwork in neighborhood community gardens 
in Havana, “The general sense was that the government could take the land from 
them at anytime and convert the land to other uses.”156 In her last observation of the 
site Premat writes, “This man underscored how the ultimate reclaiming of the site by 
the government was, in this case, ironically accompanied by the rise of a project that 
appeared to leave few traces of the garden’s recent communitarian function.”157 The 
irony of what the garden eventually transformed into underscores the nature of 
community garden spaces in Havana. These sites, as stated by Premat herself, “are 
dynamic, contested, and ever-changing products of multiple agents,”158 and illustrate 
how projects that support “community” and “solidarity” can be used both positively 
and negatively by those who exert ultimate control. 
 
 
4.3.3 Market Influence 
 
Community gardens in Havana are allowed to sell surplus through a system of 
agricultural markets.159 Research has shown that most popular gardens, after having 
provided food for families, neighbors, childcare centers, and hospitals “sell some 
remaining produce for profit.”160 In the case of Jorge’s community garden, little data is 
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presented on the accumulation of profit through surplus sales of vegetables or other 
products. This can be attributed to the genuine community orientation of the garden 
and the active role of state and civil society in the planning and framing of the 
garden.   
 The profit from vegetable sales does, however, play an important role for 
many of Havana’s community garden producers. The incentive to take part in 
profitable activities appears to be well understood by many in Havana’s urban 
agricultural scene, though “salaries and opportunities for the independent acquisition 
of wealth are very limited compared to the value of housing, education, medical care, 
and subsidized food that individuals are entitled to.”161 According to observations 
made by Premat, Jorge’s community garden does appear to have been exceptional 
in respect to perceptions of many in Havana’s urban gardening scene. She writes, “At 
a time when many felt that hoarding and profiting from food had become the norm, 
this kind of sharing did appear exceptional, particularly when it encompassed not just 
friends and relatives but also the community.”162 The genuine propensity to provide 
for the community was shared by Jorge and the many actors involved in the 
development of the garden. Only after Jorge’s death and the acquisition of the 
property by the office of the elected municipal government did dubious profit seeking 
activities transpire.  
 
 
4.3.4 Citizen Influence 
 
Jorge’s original design was based on his own plans for the improvements to the lot 
that he first began cultivating in the early 90’s. Jorge donated portions of the 
medicinal herbs and vegetables to neighbors in those early years long before the 
garden was popular.  In the early years prior to the extensive changes, the garden 
looked much differently. Jorge explained, “I would love for the people walking by to 
stop and say, look how beautiful that garden looks,’ but I lack resources. I only earn 
ninety-for pesos and I cannot take from my salary to buy things for the garden.”163 In 
order to obtain funding for his design, Jorge worked on increasing the appeal of the 
garden, which was under threat of eviction due to many factors, most importantly, its 
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lucrative location in central Havana.  In order to keep his dream alive, Jorge reached 
out to the community, and, through his generosity and community involvement, built 
enough social capital to justify the existence of the garden. This case, “illustrates how 
parceleros try – not always successfully – to balance multiple institutional 
expectations with their own personal projects, which includes retaining custody over 
their sites.”164 Jorge loved his garden and it is clear from Premat’s observations that 
he was aware of the nature of the tenure of the garden. In an interview, Jorge stated: 
 
 I often sit under it [the vine] and dream about all the things I would like to do in 
 the garden. I wish things were more certain, that I could plan what I want to do 
 there. True, the site was given to me by the president of the Poder Popular, 
 but I have nothing that says ‘this is yours’ or that ‘it is for everyone’ benefit. […] 
 I say the garden is mine […] but I cannot really say that it is truly mine.165 
 
 In March of 2001, “a number of interested citizens founded the Group Burial 
de Education Ambient (Neighborhood Environmental Education Group, GBEA) to 
coordinate the garden project.”166 The GBEA consisted of neighbors, a CDR 
representative, a librarian, school teachers, and a leader of the neighborhood dance 
troupe.167 As the project grew, Jorge became more and more involved with the 
garden’s new commitments, “including regular visits from school children from the 
four primary schools in the district and impromptu visits from foreigners or nationals 
interested in the work being done in the parcela.”168 Jorge enjoyed his community 
work and put great effort into teaching the school children about the garden, “”to love 
the soil”, and was delighted that a few of them came by regularly, even after school 
hours.”169 The garden was a regular tour stop for permaculture design students of the 
FANJNH (Foundation for Nature and Humanity) as well as individuals from 
international NGO’s interested in community gardening, alternative vegetable 
production and was all part of an extensions system implemented by the Cuban 
government for the support of garden producers. This extension system “counts on 
the participation of its own agents, plus research centers, the most experienced 
farmers and gardeners, and other individuals and institutions related to urban 
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agriculture.”170 The garden was eventually featured during a spring festival on Cuban 
TV.171 The success, support, and evolution of the garden, as researched and 
documented by Premat, beautifully showcases the diversity of positions and agendas 
at work in Havana’s community garden theater, and, as we will see, is a fruitful 
example for cross national patterns in urban gardening. 
 
 
5 Case Study: Urban Community Gardening in Berlin 
 
5.1 Historical Background 
 
Germany’s urban gardening traditions are well documented and date back hundreds 
of years. As early as in the Middle Ages, citizen farmers worked the land within their 
respective city limits. These medieval Ackerbürgerstädte (citizen farming towns) and 
the Ackerbürgertradition (citizen farming tradition) would remain an important aspect 
of German civilization well into the 18th and 19th centuries.172 Even today, remnants of 
Germany’s town farming tradition remain. One need only pay attention to the street 
names in many of Germany’s cities and towns; from Ackerstraße, in Düsseldorf and 
Braunschweig, to Gartenstaße, in Berlin’s Bezirk Mitte,173 to see how the past relation 
to the land and nature has manifested itself symbolically within the urban 
environment.  
 The most substantial shift in Germany’s farming tradition came as a result of 
the Industrial Revolution. According to Elizabeth Meyer-Renschhausen, who is a co-
management member of the Allmende-Kontor community garden in Berlin, active as 
author and journalist in many of Berlin’s urban gardening networks, “The reason for 
reoccurring poverty in large cities both during and after the industrial revolution was 
as much a consequence of the disappearance of community farming as the 
disappearance of Germany’s Ackerbürgertradition.”174 In early stages of the Industrial 
Revolution, Germany, much like England, saw mass migrations of farmers and much 
of the rural agrarian population into already crowded cities resulting in slums, 
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malnutrition, and iniquitous real-estate practices. Even though industrialization is 
argued to have led to improvements in overall standards of living and benefits for a 
new middle class, city dwellers still suffered increasingly from the effects of 
overcrowding and pollution.  
 The most profound response to the ills of the Industrial Revolution came from 
Sir Ebenezer Howard in 1898, with the publication of his book, To-Morrow: a 
Peaceful Path to Real Reform. Howard’s book established the garden city movement 
(Gartenstadtbewegung), which would become very popular in Germany. Howard 
emphasized community ownership of property and adopted an integral development 
vision that would “combat the ills of the modern metropolis.”175  
                                                            
Howard’s original ideas were implemented in various ways both in Europe and 
abroad but his utopian designs never truly materialized as originally envisioned.  
 
Regardless of the controversial nature of the garden city movement, it is 
important to stress the lasting appeal that such conceptualizations had on urban 
developers and social philosophers. The garden city movement of the late 19th 
century onward influenced reformers and thinkers, including Lewis Mumford, who 
wrote later that, “Garden Cities of To-morrow (A book written by Howard) has done 
more than any other single book to guide the modern town planning movement and 
to alter its objectives.”176 Howard’s vision contributed greatly to the contemporary 
urban-planning movement known as New Urbanism, “incorporating many elements of 
the garden city ideal.”177  
Another widely adopted model to flourish as a result of 19th century industrial 
Germany was the allotment garden (Kleingärten or Schrebergärten). The German 
allotment garden model dates back to the mid 19th century and, like the garden city 
movement, is directly related to consequences of rapid industrialization.178  
 Allotment gardens in Germany as they exist today are easily recognizable. 
They usually consist of fenced off land parcels, are within city limits, and are most 
commonly part of a larger allotment association.  They are said to provide benefits for 
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communities in the form of aesthetically pleasing green spaces, space for relaxation, 
and though limited, create positive environments for social interaction for those with 
access.179 Unlike Berlin’s public access community gardens, allotment gardens are 
characterized as having long term property rights. They are highly individualized, 
expensive, and hard to join, often making applicants formally apply and queue for 
years.180  
 
 
5.2 Contemporary History of Community Gardening in Berlin 
 
After WWII, Berlin’s economic situation was in flux. The 1960’s rush to modernize 
was felt throughout Europe and the push to develop quickly led to new aggressive 
forms of capitalist accumulation. In Berlin, this accumulation took the form of real-
estate speculation and, coupled with an already sensitive economic and political 
situation in a divided city, resulted in the emergence of new counter culture 
movements and alternative forms of communal activism, most notably among them 
the West German “squatting,” or squatter movement (Hausbesetzerbewegung).181  
 In the 1960s, Germany found itself in the midst of an economic recession. 
Kreuzberg, which now belongs to the borough of Friedrichshein-Kreuzberg, aw the 
highest concentration of counter culture activism in the form of squatting. At that time, 
Kreuzberg suffered from “Semi-derelict housing stock from the nineteenth century, 
abandoned factory spaces and vacant tracts of land…”182   The housing crisis and 
the rampant real-estate speculation that ensued proved fertile ground for new forms 
of urban activism.  
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Figure 9. Community Housing Project Liebigstr. 14, Friedrichshain.183 
 
Squatting, which is the unlawful occupation of uninhabited buildings and settlements, 
is, as the cultural and historical geographer Alex Vasudevan puts it, “a form of 
‘architectural activism’” a “critical urbanism” that challenged capitalist accumulation 
and property speculation.184 This form of activism also included the reallocation and 
occupation of vacant lots and unused private property. In many cases, after 
occupation, these vacancies would be transformed into new spaces for social 
interaction such as urban children’s farms (Kinderbauernhöfe), 185 green patios, 
backyards, and gardens in tenement housing blocks.186 The Lichtenrader Volkspark, 
one of the oldest examples of contemporary communal gardening in Berlin, came as 
a direct result of squatting initiatives of that time.187 The squatting movement, and the 
transformation of abandoned lots and buildings for alternative uses, continued well 
into the early 80’s until the Berlin Senate rolled out a new line of reasoning (Berliner 
Linie der Vernunft). “It proscribed and vigorously policed any further attempts to squat 
in West Berlin. As a result, squats unable to secure legal sanction were cleared 
out.”188 By the mid 1980’s the movement had lost its critical momentum and would 
never recover, but as we shall see, the spatial creativity of that time would serve as 
an inspiration for contemporary forms of urban gardening as they exist today. 
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5.2.1 1989-2000’s, Crisis and the Re-imaging of Berlin 
 
The development ideas that existed prior to the reunification changed drastically after 
the events of November 9th 1989. Berlin had been the focal point of cold war 
tensions. As a divided city, both the East and West sections of Berlin received 
financial assistance from their respective allegiances. With reunification, the financial 
assistance that both sections of the city enjoyed, as fronts in the Cold War, 
dissolved.189 The rapid de-industrialization that ensued produced high levels of 
unemployment, and coupled with the “roll-back”190 neoliberalist trend of the 80’s led 
to a precarious management situation for the newly unified city.  
 According to Stefan Krätke, economist and noted social geographer, the 
alarming financial situation at the beginning of the 1990’s made Berlin, “a prime 
playground for creative activities of professional subsidy hunters in the real estate 
business.”191  
 
 
Figure 10. Sectoral Structure and Development of Berlin’s Urban Economy (1993–6).192 
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It was in the euphoria of reunification that the German state began rolling out 
lucrative real-estate subsidies in a hope of luring external investors to build the vision 
of “new Berlin.”193 Krätke explains:  
 
 The German state introduced a special subsidy regulation for real estate 
 investments in East Germany which contained a very favourable tax write-off 
 scheme (Krätke and Borst, 2000). This incentive combined perfectly with the 
 urban governments' belief that office building sites are a sign of economic 
 progress and a promising future for the respective city. 
 
What transpired was a building craze that would eventually lead to almost complete 
bankruptcy of Berlin by the turn of the century.   
 The shift in planning paradigms, as illustrated above, was part of a larger 
economic agenda that, as geographers Jamie Peck and Adam Tickell explain, 
“Occurred in the late 1970s, as neoliberalism underwent a transformation from the 
abstract intellectualism of Hayek and Friedman to the state-authored restructuring 
projects of Thatcher and Reagan.”194 This “roll-back” neoliberalism influenced Berlin’s 
development path and took place during a period of time where the Keynesian 
welfare state model was under attack. The previous Fordist city state-led managerial 
system, which catered to a relatively uniform system of mass production, was now 
being discarded for a new market-led urban development path195 that encouraged 
external investment, privatization, and “flexible accumulation.”196 According to urban 
researchers Jacqueline Groth and Eric Corijn, “Urban restructuring in the post-Fordist 
city, foremost in the development of inner-city areas, is increasingly focused on a 
unidimensional logic of commodification, monofunctionality and control.”197 In short, 
the reunification euphoria of 1990’s Berlin led to a financially unsound city 
government that supported a build-up of selective real-estate investment projects that 
would eventually lead to a serious crisis. Krätke writes, “We might say that Berlin's 
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economic policy in the 1990s is an outstanding example of `worst practice' urban 
governance, since it has led to a financial crisis with truly catastrophic effects.”198  
 The fiscal crisis did more than affect unemployment rates and rent prices. 
According to urban sociologist Clair Colomb,  
 
 …the high-profile city marketing events and image campaigns, which featured  
 iconic architecture of flagship urban redevelopment projects (Potsdamer Platz 
 for example)  to symbolize the “new Berlin” of the postunification era […] were 
 short lived […] by the mid 2000’s […] it became apparent that Berlin would 
 not become  the economic powerhouse of global importance on par with 
 London or New York.199 
 
By the turn of the century, Berlin was in a desperate financial situation necessitating 
what economic sociologist Fran Tonkiss calls “austerity urbanism.”200 This form of 
urban development employed the “punitive politics of austerity” to combat the 
“physical scars of disinvestment, disuse and decline.”201 As a consequence, the city 
of Berlin shifted its marketing approach from the Berlin as the “heart of – a new – 
Europe”202 to Berlin as the “creative city.”203 It is within this form of urbanism and city 
reimaging that the majority of Berlin’s contemporary urban garden initiatives 
materialized and from where an integral understanding of the dynamics of Berlin’s 
community gardening scene must begin. 
 
 
5.2.2 Urban Gardens as Temporary Spaces 
 
Temporary uses of land are “not considered to be part of normal cycles of urban 
development.”204 Under general principles of urban development, vacant or unused 
land parcels are expected to be utilized at one point or another by either state or 
private actors. In 2005, the Stadtforum Berlin 2020 (City Forum Berlin 2020) 
calculated that in the city center alone, Berlin had over 1000 vacant lots taking up an 
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estimated 700 hectares of space.205 In 2001, the city of Berlin created the 
Liegenschaftsfonds, “a private company owned by the Land of Berlin,”206 whose 
responsibility was to privatize the city’s publically owned properties that were vacant 
or unused, a task that in the early 2000’s proved very difficult. 
 The weakness of Berlin’s managerial capacity as a result of its fiscal situation 
also led to a reduction in funding for public green spaces. According to Merit Rosol, 
human geographer at the Goethe-University Frankfurt and expert in community 
gardens in Berlin: “The severe cuts in public funding for public green space, due to a 
severe fiscal crisis of the City of Berlin (Krätke, 2004), led to a search for new ways of 
maintaining parks, playgrounds and other public green spaces.”207 What emerged 
was a new urban planning dynamic which involved the handing over of certain public 
green spaces to citizens and community initiatives as well as the temporary 
admittance of new forms of communal activity void of direct oversight.  
 Many of Berlin’s urban community gardens exist as interim projects on land 
leased for temporary use. The Prinzessinnengärten, “rents the plot of land from the 
Liegenschaftsfond […] the community garden received only temporary leases in the 
form of one to two-year contracts and was designed as a “mobile garden”.208 The 
Rosa Rose Garden, which is now located at Berlin’s Jessnerstraβe, was forced to 
relocate three times as a result of investment expulsion by private and state actors 
between 2008 and 2010.209 Although exceptions do exist, such temporary land lease 
contracts remain common for many of Berlin’s urban garden projects.  The contested 
nature inherent in temporary arrangements plays a crucial role in understanding the 
interplay between state, market, and citizen initiatives in Berlin’s urban gardening 
scene. 
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5.2.3 Berlin’s Urban Garden Spaces 
 
 
Figure 11. Community Gardens in Berlin.210 
 
Figure 15 is a google map designed by individuals at stadtacker.net 
(cityfield.net), an interactive internet platform comprised of a large number of urban 
agricultural volunteers, students, academics, and free space activists in Berlin. This 
map section provides a simple and clear spatial representation of the community 
gardens in the central areas of the city of Berlin. The total number of community 
garden projects in Berlin varies depending on the classification criteria used. Popular 
well established public access gardens are thought to number between 25 and 35 
and “are spread out over the city, with a slight over-representation in the boroughs of 
Friedrichshain, Kreuzberg and Neukölln.”211 One of the most established and 
frequented community gardens in Berlin is the Prinzessinnengärten located in the 
borough of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg. 
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5.3 Case Study Example: The Prinzessinnengärten 
 
 
Figure 12. The Prinzessinnengärten 2009-2012.212 
 
Table 6. Basic Garden Data213 
 
Location Moritplatz Kreuzberg 
Size (m²) 3000 
Founded 2009 
Legal Status GmbH (Community Social Enterprise) 
Land Ownership Public 
Fee None 
Funding No State Funding, Produces sales and 
incorporates café income for subsistence 
No. of Participants Extensive and fluctuating 
No. of Core Participants Approx 20-25 
Ethnic/migrant status of participants Mixed German Middle Class, European and 
Migrant backgrounds (Turkish/ Arab/ Balkan) 
Fluctuating amongst tourist participants 
Physical Features Mobile flower / vegetable beds 
Improvised container beds 
Bee Hive Boxes 
Composting system 
Kitchen, Restaurant, toilets 
Art installations 
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5.3.1 Garden Introduction 
 
Berlin’s Moritzplatz in Kreuzberg, once a vacant discarded space only a rocks-throw 
away from the former Berlin Wall, is now a site of abundance. Behind the tall fences 
and the large commercial posters that surround the area, time appears to slow and 
the noise of the street becomes muted. It is a site of Berlin’s most popular and 
frequented community garden, The Prinzessinnengarten, established in 2009.214  
 The original idea of the garden was, according to Marco Clausen, a historian 
and co-founder of both the Prinzessinnengärten and Nomadisch Grün gGmbH (a 
community organized company responsible for the management of the 
Prinzessinnengärten and other urban garden initiatives), not systematically planned 
out but rather the creative accident of its other co-founder Robert Shaw during a trip 
to Santa Clara Cuba.215 During a trip to Cuba Robert Shaw, at the time a filmmaker, 
stumbled upon a neighborhood community vegetable garden in the city of Santa 
Clara. When asked about the community garden in Santa Clara, Shaw explained, “I 
had no idea about the urban gardening movement in Cuba. I just by accident 
discovered that one and for me it became, especially socially, a quite important 
place.”216 According to Shaw, his experience in the garden made him feel like a 
“productive part of the social community and not like the white guy you try to sell 
things to.”217 During his time in Santa Clara Shaw began to understand how public 
space was utilized. According to Shaw, public spaces such as the community garden 
he visited in Santa Clara were not utilized solely for the trading of goods but more 
importantly were used to “trade information and create a highly efficient and 
sustainable system of how to share goods.”218 It was in the combination of these 
elements that the inspiration and goal for the Prinzessinnengärten was born. 
 In 2008, Shaw and Clausen, both without extensive training, decided to create 
a community garden inspired by what Shaw experienced in Cuba. One of the original 
purposes of the garden was to generate income but it became quickly apparent that 
the input costs associated with urban vegetable cultivation would be far higher than 
end user mainstream discount alternatives. It became clear that the real value of the 
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garden resided in its human utility and that a variety of activities and initiatives in 
support of social exchange and knowledge production would best guarantee the 
gardens survival. 
2009 marked the year that the site first took its form as a community garden. 
Today the Prinzessinnengärten is showcased as a tourist highlight by the city of 
Berlin, visited by an estimated 30,000 individuals annually who invest an estimated 
30,000 hours of their time in the various garden initiatives,219 and in its first 3 years 
was the object of over 200 academic articles both domestically and abroad.220  
The evolution of the Prinzessinnengärten was, however, not void of serious 
challenges. The struggle to secure temporary land rights, the impact of state and 
market actors, and the mobilization of the community had profound impacts on the 
development path of the Prinzessinnengärten. It is in the investigation of these 
dynamics and contestations that a better picture of community gardening in Berlin 
can be drawn and where related power relationships can be better deconstructed. 
 
 
5.3.2 State influence 
 
The empty lot at Moritzplatz, now home to Prinzessinnengärten, was not initially 
chosen by Shaw and Clausen but was provided as an option to the two by the county 
mayor of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg.221 The space, which was (and still is) owned and 
managed by the Liegenschaftsfond of Land Berlin, had been vacant for a significant 
period of time prior to 2009. The Liegenschaftsfond stipulated that any project on the 
land would need to accept temporary access only, requiring monthly rent payments 
for the length of the agreed contract. Once agreed upon as a suitable site for the 
garden, the project idea was presented to the Liegenschaftsfond and the finance 
department by Shaw and Clausen, both without extensive agricultural knowhow and 
little initial capital.222 The Liegenschaftsfond, wary of the original plan, set the monthly 
rent price at 10,000 Euro, far too high a sum for the venture. Given the fact that the 
creators were individuals with little bargaining power at an official level the decision 
was made to establish a GmbH (company with limited liability). Following 
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deliberations between the newly formed (non-profit) Nomadisch Grün GmbH and the 
Liegenschaftsfond, a compromise was reached granting 12 month contract securities 
for the space at a rent price of 2,300 Euro per month, including an 800 Euro street 
cleaning fee.223 The relative short contract security meant that long term planning 
would be difficult to formulate. Nevertheless, with the contract in writing, activities in 
the newly formed mobile community garden could begin. From June 2009 to October 
2011 volunteers along with the original staff filled 4,273 crates with soil and compost, 
planted 470 sacks of potatoes, 200 sacks of beans, cabbage and herbs, and 150 
sacks of tomato plants.224   
 In the summer of 2012, the Liegenschaftsfond and the city’s finance 
department announced plans to sell the lot to “investors from the creative economy” 
for an approximate 6 million euro225, a decision that was predictable given the series 
of privatizations of city-owned-land that had taken place in the previous decade.226 
What was not predictable was the highly visible struggle that would follow. According 
to research by Franziska Schreiber, an expert in urban studies: 
 
 While, from the perspective of the city’s finance department, the sale would 
 bring  much-needed revenue and help to consolidate Berlin’s budget, the 
 Prinzessinnengarten stressed its positive qualities and benefits and argued 
 that it should be considered as being part of the “creative” landscape, which is 
 so feverishly promoted by the city’s branding schemes but which has been 
 gradually undermined by its practices.227 
 
The evolution of real-estate practices and the re-imaging campaigns of post-
reunification Berlin banked on the creative capital of the city. The quote illustrates 
some of the contestations that exist between those who actively participate in public 
free space projects, such as the “creative class”, and those who are partial to the 
financial goals of the city. Rosol, like others active in Berlin’s urban community 
gardening scene, recognized these contradictions and in 2010 she wrote:  
 
 Insofar as this new acceptance of community green spaces is not a general 
 appreciation of independently run green spaces and the support is only for 
 temporary uses of urban brownfield sites, the tenure of community gardens in 
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 Berlin is fragile. The current arrangements are only valid until ‘big investors’ 
 come back into the city.228 
  
The resulting backlash from news of the planned sale is a prime example of what 
community garden projects are argued to do exceptionally well: cultivate non-
commercial bonds. Rosol goes on: 
 
 In the German context, it is often argued that the motives for urban 
 community gardens derive not only from the interest in urban gardening per se 
 but also from the desire to encourage other non-commercial uses and imply 
 direct or indirect “political claims” related to local politics and urban 
 development or to global issues.229  
 
The claims levied by those at the Prinzessinnengärten came in recognition of the 
garden’s “local and citywide educational programs” and integrative processes that 
covered “topics from education, food sovereignty, ecology, recycling and urban 
development.”230 The development of coalitions and the mutual support shared 
between similar garden projects in Berlin had the added effect of drawing attention to 
obstacles the garden was facing from both the city and other external actors. As is 
the case in many spaces of contestation, state influence was not monodimesional 
and saw a consociation of official state actors both for and against the continuation of 
the Prinzessinnengarten project. The ability to garner support from actors on both 
sides of the conflict had a major impact on deliberations and played a substantial role 
in securing a 5 year contract prospect for the space in 2013. 
 According to geographer Kevin R. Cox, influencing state agencies “requires 
the construction of a network of associations either incorporating state agencies 
directly or incorporating those who can exercise some indirect influence through (e.g) 
their command of resources critical to them.”231 In 2012, the Prinzessinnengarten 
managed to extend its influence, first through the help of a network of actors from the 
creative class, and later through the support of local politicians such as the mayor of 
the Friedrichhain-Kreuzberg, Franz Schulz. Schreiber, who interviewed the Mayor, 
wrote: 
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 The support and acknowledgement on the part of the local borough and in 
 particular from its mayor, Franz Schulz, for the Prinzessinnengarten cannot be 
 underestimated, considering his political power and knowledge. The reason for 
 his positive attitude, says Schulz, is based on both the garden’s fascinating 
 integrative concept and its provision of a forum to discuss urban development 
 and political issues.232 
 
The corroboration with the Mayor and the garden was part of a larger thrust to align 
the goals of the garden with the goals of the city. Contradictions inherent in the cities 
policy toward city-owned land and the marketing campaigns it supported were made 
evident and regular public meetings were held with state officials and those 
associated with the garden.  
 Another tool used to access official networks was the formulation of a petition 
to the Berlin state senate titled, “What is the future of the Prinzessinnengarten? What 
will become of “beautiful and wild” Berlin?” The petition promoted urban gardening as 
a part of the cities “sustainable urban policy”233 and received “30,000 signatures 
within only a few weeks’ time.”234 The combination of a strong public relations 
campaign, a petition, regular public functions, and support of the garden by official 
state authorities of the borough eventually led to a new dialogue about how city-
owned land would be dealt with moving forward and the 5 year contract security 
mentioned above.  
   
 
5.3.3 Market Influence 
 
From its inception one of the main goals of the garden was to be financially 
independent.235  When asked about the commercial goals of the Prinzessinnengärten 
garden, Shaw explained that after meeting state quotas for vegetable production in 
Cuba, gardeners could sell their excess stock for profit. 
 
  It was one of the points we discovered in Cuba, that the economic value 
 made these gardens successful. We try to translate that in, first of all, having a 
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 garden which is not based on voluntary engagement only, having people who 
 could live from the garden, so you could do much more because you don’t 
 have to put so much strength in organizing the garden, besides your normal 
 work, and secondly it was quite clear that space is a major difference to Cuba. 
 There is a different economical value in space. It is treated like a good here, it 
 is sold.236 
 
Since the beginning in 2009 the popularity of Prinzessinnengärten has grown 
substantially, and with it the attractiveness of these spaces both for the city and for 
those actively working in or with the garden. Since the early 2000’s state and market 
actors involved in Berlin’s re-imaging campaigns, such as those that marketed Berlin 
as Germany’s “creative city,” with slogans such as “Berlin is poor but sexy,”237 
became aware of the attractiveness of these spaces both for their marketing and 
financial investment potential. Shaw explains: 
 
 They took us and had us on the front page of the brochure of the Berlin owned 
 company whose purpose it is to sell properties (Liegenschaftsfond) in Berlin. 
 They made a huge amount of advertising with us but they weren’t willing to 
 give us more than 12 months of planning security. We didn’t want any money 
 […] the purpose of marketing is to sell property for the highest price, the 
 highest price always creates the same shitty results nobody needs, they know 
 it doesn’t work out because they did it in the 90’s at Potzdamer platz […] it’s 
 no good for the city and it doesn’t work out, and through that the space for 
 projects like this shrinks and shrinks [...] Especially in a city without any 
 producing industries you need projects like this and you know it. That’s why 
 you have slogans like “poor but sexy”.238 
 
This apparently contradictory form of urban branding is not a new phenomenon. 
According to political scientist and historian Albert Scharenberg and urban 
geographer Ingo Bader, “a branding strategy using a city’s subculture may enhance 
the city’s symbolic value, but simultaneously undermine the everyday conditions 
necessary to sustain the creative process itself.”239 What makes the 
Prinzessinnengärten situation unique is the intensity of the branding campaigns by 
the city and by the very company whose purpose it was to find investors to sell the lot 
to. Colomb writes, “This process is inherently contradictory and conflictual, because it 
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changes the way such spaces work and often threatens their very existence by 
raising investors’ interest in previously neglected areas.”240 The paradoxical nature of 
Berlin’s branding schemes can also be understood as a byproduct of capitalist spatial 
development. According to noted anthropologist and geographer David Harvey: 
 
 Urban entrepreneurialism typically rests (…) on a public-private partnership 
 focusing on investment and economic development with the speculative 
 construction of place rather than amelioration of conditions within a particular 
 territory as its immediate (though by no means ex-clusive) political and 
 economic goal.241 
 
Like Harvey, Peck and Tickell see such contradictions as part of a “regime of 
accelerated interurban completion” that came to fruition parallel to the ascendancy of 
neoliberalism. “Neoliberalism promotes a normalized “growth-first” approach to urban 
development […] rendering issues of redistribution and social investment as 
antagonistic to the overriding objectives of economic development.”242  
 One of the consequences of pervasive real-estate privatization campaigns has 
been the steady rise of rent prices in many of the Berlins municipalities. According to 
a 2013 report published by the Germany Institute for Economic Research and 
German national Library of Economics, “Since January 2007, the beginning of our 
observation period, prices for flats in Berlin have increased by 73 percent, which 
corresponds to around ten percent a year.”243  In the popular borough of 
Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg, comprehensive real-estate privatizations have led to 
drastic increases in rent prices and displacement of low income tenants over the last 
15 years. When asked if the living situation in the area around the garden had 
improved, Shaw responded:  
 
 I find it difficult to call it better, Now what happened is that all the people who 
 were living there had to move away and the people who like the hip Kreuzberg 
 came here […] and that changed the people coming to the garden.244 
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When asked if the garden had a direct influence in the gentrification of the 
surrounding area Shaw replied, “In a way we are part of it and in a way we work 
against it.”245 The garden appears to be part of “it” simply because of its growing 
popularity amongst an inevitably wealthier demographic. The garden works against 
“it” by making explicit (through its initiatives and activities) the importance of 
community space, sustainability, and consequences of industrialized food production 
and excess. Another consequence of gentrification in the area relates to the type and 
quality of participation in the garden. Where in the early years of the project 
individuals participated for longer periods of time on more personal levels, now the 
garden sees higher levels of visitor traffic with less intimate participation. Shaw 
explains: 
 
 You can’t see the garden without its social environment […] it’s changing in a 
 way, it’s not only the neighbors, it’s the hip quarter. There are a lot of tourists 
 coming here a lot of people coming here who have a tendency to […] more 
 consume such a place then to experience it.246 
 
In the following section, participation will be examined organizationally and socially to 
determine how citizens influence the garden both internally and externally.  
 
 
5.3.4 Citizen Influence 
 
The Prinzessinnengärten is more than a space for vegetable cultivation. The garden 
belongs to an established network of community garden projects linked with one 
another across the city, the country, and includes an ever growing partnership 
overseas. A quick look at the official website’s blogs section reveals a wide range of 
contributions, from published academic work, reports of completed fieldwork, 
published articles about new green initiatives locally and in cities around the world to 
announcements of plant trading market or dates for upcoming workshops and 
presentations.247 The garden is a space of permanent, dynamic interaction between 
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city and garden, shovel and smart phone, a participatory urban cultural experience 
that differs from day to day.248  
 Activities vary depending on the day and the time you enter the garden. During 
a normal weekday, without events, a visitor entering the garden can expect to 
volunteer if they desire, relax at the garden restaurant, buy small plants and herbs, 
inform themselves about the opportunities the garden creates and the reasons for its 
creation, or simply spark up conversation with its core participants. Events range 
from honey, potato, and other harvest festivals, public readings, concerts, film nights, 
and puppet shows.249 On a Saturday in early May, one will see busy crowds of 
individuals visiting the popular PflanzenTauschMarkt (Plant Trading Market). At the 
event one has the possibility to; visit stands which sell small plants, herbs, honey and 
seeds from the garden, trade plants with others, take part in a variety of workshops 
that include hands on learning about fermentation, composting and plant nutrition, or 
find information about civic union initiatives and rent referendums.250  
 
Figure 13. PflanzenTauschMarkt Workshop.251 
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Figure 14. Social Seeds Tauschmarkt.252  
 
Table 7. Users, Visitor and External Actors253 
 
User and Visitor Groups General Public 
Volunteers 
Workshop participants 
Unemployment benefit receivers 
Social Workers 
BeeKeepers 
Researchers (frequent) 
 
External Actors  
 
State of Berlin 
Ministry of Urban Development 
Foundations 
Private Sector Actors 
Educational Institutions 
Local NGO’s and CBO’s 
Botanical and Agricultural Organizations 
Local Media and Press 
Local Restaurants 
Individual Customers 
 
The space in the garden, according to Shaw, should be understood as a tool for 
participation.254 In an interview with Ellen May, Shaw states: 
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 You never know who is coming. Most of the time it is between 5 and 50 
 people. For example, an older lady comes to the garden and shares her 
 experiences from her retirement care facility. She tells us of her 70 years of 
 gardening experience and would like to see what we do in the garden. Then in 
 comes a family with impatient children, so you show the elderly lady the 
 garden and at the same time you show the family where they can find gloves 
 to search for radish seeds.255 
 
The variety of people and situations in the garden is unpredictable but there does 
appear to be a rhythm to the madness. When large groups arrive in the garden, core 
participants will split the groups naturally based on the preference of the individuals 
and will allow new participants a social space for communication.256 Shaw explains, 
“Learning success can be directly related to the generation and transformation of oral 
knowledge. The elderly woman, for example, finds a plant that the others have never 
heard of before while the young kids ask good basic questions.”257 The sharing of 
knowledge becomes in a sense as organic as the physical environment of the garden 
itself. New knowledge goes through a process where it is decoded and shared, 
retained and functionalized.  
 Participation and greater awareness is, however, not always achieved at 
intimate levels. Distinction and increased traffic in the Prinzessinnengarten has had 
effects on the social dynamics between core participants and on the general level 
and quality of participation, learning, and accessibility. Shaw explains: 
 
 I understand that a city wouldn’t be a city if it doesn’t change, I don’t say we 
 have to stay on this property forever […] it’s a discussion in the garden 
 internally as well at the moment […] The garden is a place of participation, a 
 necessary thing for participation is being open for participation and humans 
 and groups of the tendency to create, you know, we’re “the team,” and we’re 
 “the team” means you are not. It’s just got that tendency. I think every project 
 which stays somewhere for quite long develops structures which have that 
 tendency […] a tendency that it is quite against being open, so it might be in a 
 social sense a quite sustainable thing to move.258 
 
Regardless of changing dynamics, the garden is still very much a space for 
interaction and the external orientation of the Prinzessinnengarten is still vibrant. 
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According to Bendt, Barthel and Colding the Prinzessinnengarten “creates the most 
vital boundary interactions of all studied gardens, and it generates multiple learning 
streams revolving around gardening, self-organization, politics of space, and social 
enterprising.”259Here we see the potential that such gardens have to counteract “the 
biological uniformity of their (participants’) day-to-day lives.”260 According to professor 
and natural resource scientist James R. Miller, “Greater integration of nature and the 
built environment not only has the potential to foster support for preserving 
biodiversity and to create opportunities for native species, but also to better the 
human condition.”261  
   
 
6 Comparative Analysis 
 
6.1 Case Study Comparison  
 
The comparison to fallow is in awareness of society dependent causation. The 
data, as it is compared here, depends not only on the observed phenomena but also 
on the analyst and should therefore be regarded as a social construct rather than as 
an objective reality.262  
 
 
6.2 Historical Background 
 
The historical processes presented in the first section of the Berlin case study date 
back further than Cuba’s post-Special Period urban agricultural transition yet these 
developments share an important similarity: they were all directly influenced by forces 
of industrialization and de-industrialization. The rescindment of Germany’s 
Ackerbürgertradition, the establishment of Howard’s garden city movement, the 
foundation of the allotment garden system and Cuba’s shift from “socialist solidarity 
to socialist solitary” were all an outcome of changes regarding industrial dependence. 
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In Germany, mechanized production replaced agrarian social organization and 
simple forms of food production, eventually leading to the urban mass compression 
and clustering typical of late 18th early 19th century industrial Europe. Prior to the 
Special Period in Cuba, “‘the individual small farmer – characterized by low-levels of 
technology and social isolation’ was perceived as ‘the most backward form of 
production.’”263 At that time, Cuba’s industrial agricultural specialization “encouraged 
a dangerous reliance on export monocrops” that would later paralyze the nation’s 
ability to secure adequate foodstuffs for its citizens.264  
 While researching these significant historical developments, it became clear to 
me that the gardening initiatives in both locations shared the quality of necessity. 
Without industrial inputs, Cuba was forced to transition to organic “green” forms of 
agricultural cultivation, and while it can be argued that the garden city movement and 
the allotment garden system were not necessities, their development was contingent 
on socially unsatisfactory living conditions as a result of heavy industrialization.  The 
data presented shows that an overreliance on industrial production can bring about 
negative consequences for society. It also shows that in the wake of such 
conjunctures, new social arrangements and creative spaces are possible. It is 
therefore plausible that industrial crises possess potentialities for innovation and 
make evident the fundamentally human need for connection with the natural world. 
 
 
6.3 Crisis and Contemporary Urban Community Gardening 
 
Both Havana and Berlin experienced economic shocks as a result of the dissolution 
of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. Reunification Berlin, after having 
been a focal point of Cold War tensions, no longer received financial assistance from 
its respective allegiances. A market-led development path coupled with 
deindustrialization and the euphoria of reunification led to a building craze that would 
bankrupt the city by the turn of the millennium. In Havana, as in the rest of Cuba, the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union had cataclysmic effects on industry and agricultural 
production. Contrary to Berlin, Havana, out of necessity, had to convert from 
conventional agriculture to organic or semi-organic farming in order to feed its 
                                                          
263
 Adriana Premat, “Small-Scale urban Agriculture in Havana and the Reproduction of the ‘New Man’ 
in Contemporary Cuba,” 86. 
264
 Ibid. 
  
63 
 
population. Only after WWI and WWII were allotment gardens in Germany required 
for food security reasons and then only until the economy rebounded.265 Unlike urban 
community gardens in Havana, Berlin’s public access community gardens were not 
part of a state-led food initiative. The fall of the wall and the corollary `worst practice' 
urban governance that followed did result in high levels of unemployment and social 
polarization266 but did not lead to any inordinate food shortages for the population of 
the city. The difference between urban agriculture developments in Berlin and 
Havana is in this respect substantial. In order to insure food security for its population 
Cuba had to modify its system of social organization and allow for, from a socialist 
state perspective, possibly harmful government decentralization and individual 
empowerment, a drastic societal change that is difficult to compare. 
 Havana, like Berlin, had an overabundance of unused space for a city of its 
size. In Berlin, free spaces were a result of deindustrialization and leftover derelict 
housing stock from the nineteenth century, whereas Havana’s empty lots and unused 
spaces were primarily a result of uncompleted construction projects prior to the 
Special Period. In Berlin, these spaces became popular amongst the city’s growing 
counter culture community and were utilized as alternative housing projects, 
children’s farms, gardens and other forms in defiance of traditional channels of 
housing consumption perceived to be detrimental at the time.  
 Here we see another difference in the development of community gardening in 
both cities. In Berlin, community gardening has its roots in counter culture, from 
squatting and the fight for the public right to free spaces, to housing and 
confrontation with new urban entrepreneurialism and gentrification. While it is true 
that many community gardens in Berlin were born out of political contestations, this 
can by no means be generalized. Many of Berlin’s community gardens simply 
resulted from creative inspiration and access to space. What can be said with relative 
certainty is that these spaces were cultivated fluently and were embraced by a 
reservoir of creative personage in Berlin. The resolutions passed by the government 
of Cuba, interestingly, had a similar effect. Once the garden spaces were distributed, 
producers established connections with their parcels and, over time, new connections 
with their neighborhoods. French writes, “The framework is dialectic in nature, for 
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community gardens are both a product of society, as well as a force that exerts back 
into society.”267 This force that exerted itself into the social environment of Havana, 
like the counter culture movements of Berlin, acted as a forum for knowledge transfer 
among equals rather than a transmission belt for directives handed down “from 
above.””268 
 
 
6.4 Case Study Examples 
 
6.4.1 Introductory Remarks  
 
Jorge’s community garden and the Prinzessinnengarten at first glance seem very 
similar. Both gardens reside in tourist hot spots near their respective city centers, are 
frequented regularly by a range of social actors, and rely on community participation 
for survival.  In both cases garden space was contested and pressures were exerted 
that would change the social and physical structures of the gardens. Reciprocally, the 
gardens would also affect the social fabric of their respective areas. As we can see in 
Figure 20, both gardens are located in their respective city centers, not far from vital 
state and market sites. Here the symbolism of the Cold War era is within walking 
distance of each respective garden. In the Berlin map we see that the 
Prinzessinnengarten is only a couple of blocks away from the most famous border 
control checkpoint during the cold war; Checkpoint Charlie, while in the Havana map 
we see that the garden is located near the Museo de la Revolución (The Museum of 
the Revolution). Both community gardens grew from within the very heart of their city 
centers and are therefore inexorably woven into to social process of the city. These 
spaces can therefore also be understood as microcosms of the city where “social 
processes inherent in broader society are produced and reproduced through 
people.”269 
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Figure 15. Garden Locations270 271 
 
The creators of these gardens share the same fundamental desires. Jorge in Havana 
while sitting under his vine stated, “this is all communitarian, which means it is for 
everyone…and serving others is the most important thing you can do.272 Robert 
Shaw, during his time in a community garden in Santa Clara felt like a “productive 
part of the social community” and found inspiration in the highly efficient and 
sustainable system that he was a part of.273 In both gardens, social capital earned 
through the production and transformation of knowledge would insure the viability of 
the projects.  
 The similarities between the gardens, which at first glance appear to be 
numerous, do provide valuable insight yet they are only two samples out of a grand 
milieu of urban garden forms and should be acknowledged as sui generis examples 
bounded to their own societal contexts.  
 
 
6.4.2 State Influence 
 
Both the Prinzessinnengarten and Jorge’s community garden were facilitated by state 
actors at their inception. In Berlin, the Mayor of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg provided 
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Shaw and Clausen the option to utilize the empty lot at Moritzplatz for their garden 
project while in Habana Vieja, the president of the elected municipal government 
granted access to the lot that would later become Jorge’s community garden. While it 
is true that both locations were made available by state actors, the spaces 
themselves differ greatly in regard to state and market governance. As Shaw stated, 
“There is a different economical value in space. It is treated like a good here, it is 
sold.”274 Berlin’s “free” green spaces, as stated by Rosol, “are only valid until ‘big 
investors’ come back into the city,”275 and while it can be argued that the space 
granted to Jorge was also not “free”, he himself stating, “I have nothing that says ‘this 
is yours’ or that ‘it is for everyone’s benefit,”276 the two gardens simply exist in 
different societal and governmental containers. Urban governance under a capitalist 
form of social organization does not consider interim projects to be part of normal 
cycles of urban development277 and, unlike in Cuba, no resolutions have been 
passed granting permanent access void of contractual property obligations.  
 The actors at the Prinzessinnengarten and those at Jorge’s community garden 
had to defend their projects from threat of eviction and both did so by reaching out to 
the community, the state, and civil society. In order to insure the continuance of their 
respective community garden projects, each garden had to make explicit the social 
value of the garden space. In Jorge’s example, the value of urban gardening had 
already been established through a “state-endorsed urban agricultural movement” 
and it was evident to many, “particularly the ruling elite” that urban agriculture was 
required for political survival.278 Local and city wide value was created through a 
concentrated effort by state actors (primarily) and non-state actors alike and during 
the most popular years the garden was a symbol of collective determination. In 
Berlin, after a deliberate marketing campaign, investors from the “creative economy” 
took notice of the space and attempted to buy the space from the Land Berlin. Here 
we see an important difference in how social value is measured. The 
Prinzessinnengarten had to find a way to quantify the social value of the garden. 
Unlike Cuba, space in Germany, as in many other Western capitalist countries, rests 
on a public-private partnership focusing on investment and economic development. 
The Prinzessinnengarten, through a network of public and state actors, was able (to 
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an extent) to quantify its local and citywide value through the programs it offered the 
city. The successful defense of the garden eventually led to a five year contract 
security for the space, a victory for the garden, but a fact that still underscores the 
temporary nature of public free space initiatives under current market oriented urban 
governance.  
 
 
6.4.3 Market Influence 
 
As we have seen in the two case studies, market influences vary considerably in both 
locations. From the largest nation-state containers we see differences in market form 
(capitalist, socialist), currency (Cuba maintains two forms of currency), and property 
rights. Urban agriculture in Cuba has produced new economic possibilities for small-
scale urban farmers who produce surplus vegetables. The attractiveness of surplus 
vegetable sales in Cuba, according to Shaw, was one of the points that made the 
gardens successful.279 While it is true that surplus vegetable sales were not a major 
part of Jorge’s community garden, the attractiveness of profit making is understood 
by garden producers throughout Cuba.280 In the Prinzessinnengarten, income from 
vegetable sales and the gardens bar and restaurant area are used to pay rent to the 
Liegenschaftsfond as well as wages for the gardens core participants. Shaw stated 
that having a garden which is not based on voluntary engagement only made 
organization and coordination easier and he stressed that the garden never asked for 
external funding.281 Contrary to the Prinzessinnengarten, Jorge’s community garden 
required external funding to prosper. In Jorge’s garden funding came from the state 
and foreign and domestic NGO’s specializing in permaculture and urban farming.282 
While some urban community gardens in Berlin do receive funding from the state, the 
majority use membership fees, community fundraising, and other private investment 
forms to support themselves.283  
 An interesting similarity between the two gardens does exist in respect to their 
roll in state and city initiatives. Both gardens banked on the sustainable urban policy 
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made popular in both locations. In Berlin, the Prinzessinnengarten formulated a 
petition that would promote the garden as part of the city’s sustainable urban policy 
while in Havana, Jorge’s garden was lobbied as a tool to help schools in the area 
“meet the recent government directives […] to encourage healthier eating among 
Cubans.”284 Both Gardens rallied support (financially in the case of Jorge’s garden, 
socially in the case of the Prinzessinnengarten) and were able to attach themselves 
to state policy initiatives that would help insure their survival. The ability to appeal to 
policy beneficial for the public brings us to our final section of the case study 
comparison, citizen influence.  
 
 
6.4.4 Citizen Influence 
 
One obvious similarity between these two case study examples, in respect to the role 
of participants, is the production and sharing of oral knowledge. In the 
Prinzessinnengarten, Shaw stated that “Learning success can be directly related to 
the generation and transformation of oral knowledge,” giving hands on examples of 
participation between both the young and old, novice and expert alike.285 Similarly, 
Jorge’s garden also provided a dynamic learning environment. When visited by 
school groups, Jorge would teach the children “to love the soil,”286 while at the same 
time supporting GBEA implemented learning initiatives and workshops in the garden 
for permaculture design students and adults interested in urban agriculture. Both 
gardens served to supply a participatory environment where common visions of 
urban space were shuffled and where the interplay between nature and human 
needs were explored.  
 The external orientation of both gardens saw unique relationships form 
between state, public and non-governmental actors, influencing core participants and 
visitors alike. Such interconnectivities reconfirm the dialectic nature of the community 
garden spaces and illustrate the strengths these gardens have in developing bonds 
and instigating boundary interaction. As a consequence, both locations, though 
varying greatly in distinction and intensity, became interstices within larger networks. 
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 Today the Prinzessinnengarten has developed into a vital node in a network of 
community garden projects both national and internationally. This network is made 
out of a multitude of community garden and free space initiatives including the 
garden’s very own Nomadisch Grün gGmbH, the International Network for Urban 
Agriculture287, Stadtacker.net, and Social Seeds e.V,288 a Berlin city initiative aimed 
at agro-cultural awareness and diversity. With support, the Prinzessinnengarten was 
able to implement field research projects like the 2014 “Globaler Garten: Was wissen 
wir schon über’s Land?” (Global Garden: What do we actually know about land?), an 
open academy exchange program between Cotonou Benin and Berlin Germany,289 
as well as the Nachbarschaftsakademie (neighborhood academy), a platform for 
knowledge exchange and urban and rural cultural activism.290 
 Jorge’s community garden, in contrast, had been part of a state endorsed 
urban agricultural network from its inception, although it was relatively insulated from 
international networking possibilities. The garden was, however, in contact with 
internationally funded NGO’s, such as the Cuban CIERIC (Center for Exchange and 
Reference for Community Initiatives) and the FANJNH both of which worked with 
international entities like the Canadian Embassy291 and the Australian Conservation 
Foundation (ACF).292 The integration of global actors in the local affairs of both 
gardens is axiomatic of greater processes of connectivity made possible by 
technological advances and globalization. 
 Both gardens saw participation change over a significant period of time. In the 
Prinzessinnengarten, gentrification of the Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg has influenced 
the people and the type of participation that takes place in the garden. As Shaw 
stated, “There are a lot of tourists coming here a lot of people coming here who have 
a tendency to […] more consume such a place then to experience it.”293  
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 Such developments appear to be inadvertently influencing the social 
environment of the garden by facilitating in the formation of structures that might work 
against the very quality that made the garden blossom to begin with, and that is, its 
openness and accessibility. In Jorge’s garden, as in the Prinzessinnengarten, 
participation and interaction changed considerably over the years. Early on the threat 
of eviction forced Jorge to reach out to the community, the state, and civil society. As 
the affiliation between the garden and external actors grew so too did the popularity 
of the project. Eventually the garden became assimilated with state imperatives and 
promulgations deemed necessary by those exerting ultimate control.  Community 
participation reached its apex during this period of time, but like the 
Prinzessinnengarten, would continue to transform. Here we see a very interesting 
similarity in both gardens. The current situation in the Prinzessinnengarten and the 
situation in Jorge’s community garden in 2011 saw paradoxical processes emerge in 
opposition to the goals of each respective garden. The Prinzessinnengarten 
developed into an agent both involuntarily conducive to, and in opposition with, 
gentrification. As a result, the garden began to develop social structures 
contrapositive to the participatory openness which made it a success to begin with.  
In Jorge’s garden, “the ultimate reclaiming of the site by the government was […] 
ironically accompanied by the rise of a project that appeared to leave few traces of 
the garden’s recent communitarian function.”294 These paradoxical developments 
illustrate the malleable, culturally specific character of community gardening spaces 
and make explicit the dynamic and susceptible nature of these sites.  
 Now that we have a functional perspective of urban community gardening in 
Berlin and Havana we can begin to employ a higher level of analytical understanding. 
Utilizing the theoretical framework established in Section Two we will attempt to 
indentify patterns between urban community gardening forms as they relate to 
processes of globalization and glocalization. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
294
 Adriana Premat, Sowing Change, 109. 
  
71 
 
7 Analytical Discussion 
 
7.1 Glocal Community Gardening  
 
It has been shown that the two urban community gardens from the case studies 
share similar agency and sociability, from Jorge reaching out to the community to 
build social capital in Havana to the Prinzessinnengarten filing an official petition at 
the Berlin State Senate to build city-wide awareness. Reproducibility of the urban 
community garden form remains contingent on societal organization and government 
regulation but, as the Prinzessinnengarten shows, is possible within current regimes 
of capitalist urban development. In order to determine if the Prinzessinnengarten is 
an example of ‘glocalization’, we must begin with the inspiration of the garden itself. 
 Robert Shaw experienced urban community gardening in multiple visits to 
Santa Clara, Cuba. During his time in the garden Shaw felt like a “productive part of 
the social community,”295 actively taking part in the spatial production of locality 
(routines of the garden) and the local production of knowledge (trading of 
information). In the simplest sense, according to Appadurai, the local production of 
knowledge “can be encoded in the pragmatics of rituals associated with the clearing 
of forests, making of gardens, building of houses, which always carry an implicit 
sense of the teleology of locality building.”296 The ability to take part in the practices 
of local subjects in a specific ‘neighborhood’ (referring to “actually existing social 
forms in which locality, as a dimension or value, is variably realized”297) can be 
understood in this context as having provided Shaw a glimpse of the “structural 
feelings”298 embedded in the community garden he participated in. These feelings 
along with the authentic experiences he had in the garden and the ‘neighborhood’, 
helped to seed inspiration for the Prinzessinnengarten project that would later 
materialize.  
 The Prinzessinnengarten can be understood in this sense as a site that both 
exists because of the exchange and sharing of knowledge as well as for the 
exchange and sharing of knowledge. Here we see the connection between urban 
community gardens in Cuba and Berlin begin to take form. Let’s remember that 
according to Appadurai, ‘locality’ “expresses itself in certain kinds of agency, 
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sociability, and reproducibility.”299 In Cuba, Shaw witnessed the agency made 
possible by the garden space he visited, and by participating, took part in the social 
dynamics of that specific ‘locality’. The knowledge he retained was later brought back 
from Cuba and reproduced and transformed within the fences of the 
Prinzessinnengarten. Here we see the linking of ‘localities’ (Santa Clara and Berlin) 
as well as the invention of ‘localities’ (the dialectic nature of the garden, including the 
production of the physical space of the garden itself and the interaction of the garden 
with the greater society). The Prinzessinnengarten can therefore be understood as 
having its origins in the soil of Santa Clara, Cuba and its soul in the borough of 
Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg, Germany.  
 The Prinzessinnengarten regularly engages in “the social activities of 
production, representation, and reproduction” 300 and extends past the conceptual 
boundaries of its neighborhood locality301 and though it is true that the 
Prinzessinnengarten is inextricably woven into the social environment of its location, 
the project shares connections with many urban gardening initiatives around the 
world.302 Therefore we can view the Prinzessinnengarten as an example of 
‘glocalization’. Now that we have an understanding of how the global and the local 
interact in a specific sense, we can move onto larger processes of globalization that 
have had a direct influence on the human relation to food and the natural world. 
 
 
7.2 Globalized Industrial Agriculture 
  
Regional farming, which engages with the ecology of the land, and which continues 
to feed the majority of the world’s population is at risk of extinction.303 Today’s large 
industrialized systems are steadily supplanting traditional forms of farming. These 
systems are, according to agricultural scientists George Boody and Brian Devore, 
“Incredibly good at the mass production of low-priced commodities. Such single-
minded efficiency has given developed countries consistently full supermarket 
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shelves and allowed the world population to grow from 1.6 billion to more than 6.5 
billion in a little over a century.304 Even with such staggering increases in total 
population, agricultural production has outpaced demand for food. The primary 
means of achieving this growth has been, according to scientist Philip Woodhouse, 
“mechanization and agrochemicals (especially inorganic fertilizer and pesticides),”305 
both of which have had negative impacts on the natural environment.  
 This “agricultural revolution” is predominantly motivated by corporations and 
their ability to influence bureaucracies and governments.306 According to the ETC 
group “the global seed and pesticide markets are dominated by just six companies 
that, together, control 75% of agricultural inputs,” (Monsanto globally, no 1. in seeds 
and no. 5 in pesticides, owning more than 25% of the seed market alone).307 
Corporations are not the only players in the global industrial agriculture system. 
Central to this system is the current model of “free trade,” and “public and private 
investment in agricultural research.”308 This system according to Baker “now 
represents the dominant paradigm for industrial, northern countries”309 and includes 
agreements with international institutions such as the World Bank, International 
Monetary Fund, and the World Trade Organization.310  
 The most interesting feature of this system as it relates to the subject material 
of this study is the treatment of food. Baker states, “Food is treated as a commodity 
rather than as crucial for the survival of all humans.”311 This disconnect plays an 
important role in community gardening discourses. The commodification of the soil is 
by no means a new phenomenon.  The perils of capitalist modes of production are 
well known within the milieu of traditional Marxist economic thought.  Marx’s notion of 
primitive accumulation, however, has received new viability in respect to globalized 
industrial agriculture and its environmental and human costs. The sociologist Sakia 
Sassen believes that: 
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 At the center  of this logic is not the ‘valuing’ of people as workers and 
 consumers, but the expulsion of people and the destruction of traditional 
 capitalisms to feed the needs of high finance and the needs of natural 
 resources. For instance, the buying of vast stretches of land in sub-Saharan 
 Africa and parts of Latin America to use for offshore agriculture, extraction of 
 underground water, and access to metals and minerals…312 
 
Sassen’s sees the “geographic expansion and systemic deepening of capitalist 
relations” in the global south as a byproduct of structural adjustment projects 
implemented by the same global regulatory institutions named above. Noted 
anthropologist James Ferguson’s concurs with this assertion and takes the idea a 
step farther by explaining the character of capital within this system. According to 
Ferguson, capital does not “flow” from location to location, as is understood in 
traditional economic globalization, it skips.313 When capital is invested in specific 
ways for the production of specific commodities at specific prices, the “flow” of capital 
that it creates “does not cover the globe, it connects discrete points on it”.314 Though 
Cuba is not a capitalist country, similar single-minded industrial agricultural 
production led to a devastating food-security crisis for the general population and an 
overhaul of agricultural production across the board. It is the character of this 
commodification, mechanization and standardization that is addressed by both 
Mumford and Weber and which many community gardening projects around the 
world are preoccupied with.  
 
 
7.3 Critical Discussion of Globalization 
 
Lewis Mumford’s conceptualizations of the ‘mechanized world picture’ and the 
‘megamachine’ provide a compelling framework in which to place urban community 
gardening. His critique of man’s union with ‘the machine’ provides a powerful lens in 
which to view the resurgence of urban gardening projects around the world.  
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 Lewis Mumford’s vision of modernity, according to Szakolczai, has two 
components.315 The fist component is the perception of the contemporary now being 
closely related to “ancient civilizations of the Near East belonging, in his terminology, 
to the ‘pyramid age,’” the characteristics of which are “encompassed in the term 
‘megamachine,’”316 and the second part is “an interpretation of the conditions of this 
vision.”317 Szakolczai writes: 
 
 It is the identification of a myth that blurred our sight and rendered the 
 perception of such links impossible. This is the ‘myth of the machine’, the idea 
 that the ultimate consequence of the ‘machine’ are beneficial and that 
 therefore we have accepted the march of the ‘megamachine’ as inevitable. 
 
The ‘megamachine’ in this context refers to the entire technological complex that has 
evolved over time, including hierarchical organizations. Humans working within this 
complex should be understood as components of the ‘machine’ unaware of the 
consequences of this union. According to Mumford: 
 
 Ours is an age in which the increasingly automatic processes of production 
 and urban expansion have displaced the human goals they are supposed to 
 serve. Quantitative production has become, for our mass-minded 
 contemporaries, the only imperative goal: they value quantification without 
 qualification. In physical energy, in industrial productivity, in invention, in 
 knowledge, in population the same vacuous expansions and explosions 
 prevail. As these activities increase in volume and tempo, they move further 
 and further away from any humanely desirable objectives.318 
 
Mumford’s critique of the “mechanization of nature and the automation of humanity 
into a totalizing system”319 can also be thought of as a critique of globalization that 
does not hinge on social ideology. In this sense globalization is merely an 
intensification of the industrialization and automation of humanity.  As hinted on 
above, economic globalization, particularly the movement of capital and the 
relationship between the global north and global south, “defines and reconfigures 
worldwide patterns of hierarchy and inequality.”320 While there is considerable public 
and academic debate about global inequalities, there is much disagreement about 
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causes and remedies for these inequalities.321 Mumford’s conceptualizations offer us 
a lens in which to view globalization in respect to global inequalities, industrialization, 
technological expansions, and social convergence.  In relation to the nature of 
global capital and the concentration of wealth, Mumford writes, “The Development of 
capitalism brought new habits of abstraction and calculation into the lives of city 
people.” Mumford believed that capitalism turned people from tangibles into 
intangibles and that it replaced the direct “economy of needs” by substituting “money-
values for life-values.”322 Here we see a striking similarity between Mumford’s theory 
and theory from Max Weber.  
 Like Mumford, Weber believed that capitalism became objectified, 
transforming into an end in itself. Aided by the division of labor and contractual 
business practices, Weber foresaw man becoming trapped in a “desolate ‘iron cage’” 
where work defined one’s ambitions in life and where essential human needs would 
be left behind.323 Both Mumford and Weber see contemporary society as influenced 
by a greater system. Weber sees humankind locked into the spirit of capitalism driven 
by the need to accumulate wealth. Mumford sees man’s union with ‘the machine’ as 
fundamentally dangerous and out of the natural order of life.  
 There is, according to Mumford, an alternative. At the end of both The 
Pentagon of Power, and Technics and Civilization, Mumford introduced a new 
‘organic’ perspective. In this perspective the world can only be balanced once man 
has established an integral relationship with the natural world and the organisms that 
live in it. Mumford writes, “To be condemned for a length of time to a devitalized 
megalopolitan habitat, in which human beings are isolated […] is to unlearn and 
discard all the lessons learned in cooperation with living organisms… This “extinction 
of experience”324 is a phenomenon that has been observed by academics and 
researchers, and is proof of the disconnection that exists between the natural world 
and the urban individual.325  
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8 Conclusion 
 
As the study shows, urban community gardens often emerge from blemishes in 
the urban façade left behind from by de-industrialization. Fundamental inefficiencies 
in both the liberal market economy and the socialist system generated these free 
spaces in both the Havana and Berlin Case Studies. These free spaces are being re-
appropriated by individuals in the urban environment either out of necessity or out of 
creative inspiration. The transformation of these free spaces from the devoid to the 
bountiful is taking place across the world and is “now recognized to be an 
international phenomenon.”326 The Prinzessinnengarten has been shown here to be 
an example of ‘glocaliaztion’ as well as a catalyst for established and emerging 
gardens in Berlin and abroad.  The urban agricultural movement in Cuba remains 
one of the most meaningful and successful examples of the urban organic farming 
that the world has ever seen.327 Urban community gardens are spaces of knowledge, 
learning, and participation and though intimately linked to the localities in which they 
are embedded, are as dynamic as the people who created them. Voids left behind 
from the impersonal forces of urban development appear to have been re-
appropriated by urban individuals in many locations around the world in a meaningful 
and natural way. “The Ideal of an organic system seeking plenitude, not material or 
symbolic abundance alone, is to release human vitalities and to leave a fresh imprint 
of meaning and value upon every phase of existence, past, present, or possible.”328 
Urban community gardening is a globally emerging phenomenon.  
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